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19. ABSTRACT <(Contlnued)

THE CAMP DAVID PEACE ACCORDS: A MODEL FOR GREECE AND TURKEY,
Q by Major James C. Ranslick, USA, 169 pages.

his study examines the ongoing Greece-Turkey confllict and

the 1978 Camp David Peace Accords in an effort to determine
whether or not the successful 1978 approach can be modlifled
and adapted to bring peace to Greece and Turkey. The focus
throughout the theslis Is on the miiitary perspectlive.

The methodology used to develop the study is a historical,
descriptive, comparlson approach. The analysls begjnhs with a
historical review of all the issues that form the
Greek-Turkish dispute. This is followed by an examination of
the importance of these two NATO allies to bo the United
States and the Soviel Unlon. Included in thls discusslon ls
a detailed look at the Soviet Union’i/%aglonal Interests and
the methods the Soviets currently us o expand their
influence in the region. Balanginé the Soviet perspective ig
a review of United States’ reltations with Greece and Turkey,
which also includes addressing United States reglonal
interests.

The final block of the historical analysis is a review and
study of the domestic and internatlonal sltuat!ons that led
Egypt and Israel to sign the Camp David Accords. The
conclusion of the historical study containg an examlnation of
the Camp David negotliating process and the Accords

themselves.

\f>The subseguent descriptive comparison and integration of
the Camp David mcdel with the Greece-Turkey conflict dlvides
the hostlle Issues Into three categorles (security,
territorial and economic) and then compares the two cases to
determine their likeness, After running this comparison, the
study concludes that the Greek-Turkish dispute 1s analogous
to the situation that faced Egypt and Israel prior to the
Camp David Summit. It further concludes that the Camp David
approach will work In the Aegean [if properly adapted to the

situation. KJthng —_—

The final analysis Indicates that the United States cannot
afford for the ongolng dispute to continue unabated. The
summer of 1989 will offer the optimum time frame for
President Bush to Initlate a Camp David peace approach in the
Aegean, primarily because of the domestic political
situations in Greece, Turkey, and the Unlted States.
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ABSTRACT

THE CAMP DAVID PEACE ACCORDS: A MODEL FOR GREECE AND TURKEY,
by Major James C. Ransick, USA, 169 pages.

This study examines the ongoing Greece-Turkey conflict and
the 1978 Camp David Peace Accords In an effort to determine
whether or not the successful 1978 approach can be modlf!led
and adapted to bring peace to Greece and Turkey. The focus
throughout the thesis is on the military perspective.

The methodology used to develop the study Is a historical,
descriptive comparlison approach. The analysis begins with a
historlical review of all the lssues that form the current
Greek-Turklish dispute. This is followed by an examlinatlon of
the Importance of these two NATO allies to both the United
States and the Soviet Union. Included in this discussion is
a detalled look at the Soviet Union’s reglonal lnterests and
the methods the Soviets currently use to expand their
Influence in the reglion. Balancing the Soviet perspectlve is
a review of United States’ relations with Greece and Turkey,
which also includes addressing United States regional
interests.

The final block of the historical analysis is a review and
study of the domestic and lnternational sltuations that led
Egypt and Israel! to sign the Camp David Accords. The
conclusion of the historical study contalns an examination of
the Camp David negotlating process and the Accords
themse|]ves.

The subsequent descriptive comparison and integration of

the Camp David model with the Greece-Turkey conflict divides
the hostlle issues Into three categories (securlty,
territorial and economic¢) and then compares the two cases to
determine their likeness. After running thls comparison, the
study concludes that the Greek-Turkish dispute is anailogous
to the situation that faced Egypt and Israel prior to the
Camp David Summit. It further concludes that the Camp David
approach will work iIn the Aegean |f properly adapted to the
situation.

The flnal analysis indicates that the United States cannot
afford for the ongoing dispute to contlinue unabated. The
summer of 1989 wlll offer the optimum time frame for
President Bush to initlate a Camp David peace approach in the
Aegean, primarily because of the domestic pollitlical
situations In Greece, Turkey, and the United States.
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CHAPTER 1
THE CONFLICT

INTRODUCTION

Today the volatile state of affalrs In the Persian
Gulf and Middle East is a reminder of the importance of
maintaining a strong North Atlantic Treaty Organization
(NATO>, southern flank. However, a centurles old dispute
between two NATO allles threatens the sturdiness of the
Alllance In thls region. The ongolng conflict between Greece
and Turkey |s weakening NATO and endangering the future
coheslveness of the Alllance. The latest major lncldent took
place In March 1987 when a_dlspute over mineral explorati{on
rights In the Aegean Sea’s contlnental shelf almost brought
the two countries to armed conflict. Both countries
mobllized thelr military forces for possible war, and it
was only because of an i{nternational appeal for restraint and
the intervention by Prime Min!ster Andreas Papandreou of
Greece and Prime Minister Turgut Ozal of Turkey that armed
confrontation was averted.i

Other major areas lnvolved In the dispute Include:

1. The current forced division of the island of

Cyprus Into two governments as a result of the 1974 invasion

iJames Brown, "The Pollitics of Transition In Turkey,*
Current Hlstory, (February 1988>, p. 71.




by Turkey. In the north, the Turkish Federated State of
Cyprus |s recognized as a legitimate government only by lta
principle supporter, Turkey. In the south exists a Greek
Cypriot government and community, recognlized as the
legltimate government of Cyprus by the United States and the
Iinternational community (except Turkey).

2. The recognized territorlial sea limits of both
countries |In the Aegean and Medlterranean.

3. The establlished air-traffic-control system that
monitors over the alrsgspace above the Aegean Sea.

4. The Greek millitarization of several strategicalily
located Greek islands in the Aegean, that are in close
proximity to Turkey’s Aegean coastline and the Turkish
stralts.

S. The iIssue of an integrated Greece-Turkey-NATO
military command, control and planning system for both alr
and land forces.

Thlis new conflict 1s also interfering with the United
States’ abllity to project lts presence and influence lnto
the reglon.

According to Admiral William Rowden,
Commander of the US Sixth Fleet from 1981 to
1983, control of the Medlterranean in time of
war |s cruclal. Over 60 percent of Soviet
exports and S0 percent of its imports go
through the Bosphorus, and an average of 1f0
Soviet merchant ships ride the Medlterranean at
any one time. The Mediterranean is also

crucial to the economies of the West, which are
fueled by the 300 to 400 oll tankers that cross




lts waters with 25 million barrels of ol! on
any glven day.2

Speclifl~ally, Greece and Turxkey can deny the Soviet
Navy the abillty to project its military sea power from the
Black Sea into the Aegean and the Mediterranean Seas by
controlling the Straits of Bosphorus and Dardanelles at the
mouth of the Black Sea and through the mllitarlzatlon of the
Aegean shorelline and key Regean lslands. In March 1984,
Assistant Secretary of Defense for the International Security
Pollcy, Richard Perle testifled to the Senate Subcommittee on
European Affairs:
...that if the Unilted States 1s unable to
keep the Soviet Union‘’s massive maritime
capablility bottled up in the Black Sea, the
balance of power In the eastern Medlterranean
in a conventional war could and almost
certainly would shift against the United States
and its allies, with catastrophic consequences
for us and for friends in the region, including
Israel and the moderate Arab states.3
These [ndependent comments from two senlor Unlted
States officlals, one milltary and one civilian, demonstrate
the Importance that the Unlted States Department of Defense
places on NATO’s southern flank, speclflically Greece and
Turkey. What must now be determined in this study ls whether

or not these two countries are critical to the United States’

2Constantine Melakopides, *Socialism With a Greek
Face," International Pergpectjves (Canada), (July/August
1985)>, p. 14S5.

3Leigh H. Bruce, “Cyprus: A Last Chance," Foreign
Pollicy, (Spring 198>, p. 117.




attainment of its natlional goals. If they are, how do we
bring about a lasting peace between Greece and Turkey that
will favorably lmpact on the United States?

I became interested in the Greece-Turkey conflict and
the Cyprus dispute after my assignment to Egypt in 1983.
Working in the American Embassy in the Office of Military
Cooperation with the forelgn milltary sales program, showed
me how the Camp David Peace Accords had brought peace to
Egypt and Israel. Belng of Greek herlitage and having a
Bachelor of Arts degree in History and Politlcal Science, the
ongolng dispute and lts effects on NATO and the United States
attracted my attention. The idea of using the Camp David
Peace Accords as a model for formulating a peace plan for
Greece and Turkey seemed a logical conclusion for what seems
to be two simlilar situations: two nations of strategic
importance to the United States, lnvolved In hostlle
conflict.

The Camp David Peace Accords formed the first step
toward pexs - for Egypt and Israel and may provide a worklng
model for dev=lopling a peace plan for Greece and Turkey. The
Camp Dav .d Pr.ace Accords themselves were llttle more than an
agreed framework from which the two countries could develop a
more detalled and lasting peace treaty. The Camp David Peace
Accords addressed the reduction of troop strengths and
provided recommendations for future meetings and agreements

to resolve the remaining issues. The Accords also listed




speciflc areas that were to be included In the flnal peace
treaty. |

A study of the Camp David Peace Accords reveals a
situation existed between Egypt and Israel analogous to that
between Greece and Turkey today. The first simllarity Is the
baslic deslre by both Greece and Turkey to have peace. Thls
desire |is motivated by: fear of possible armed conflict;
threat of continued or worsening poor economic condlitions; a
general desire for peace between the two countries; and
finally, world pressure for harmony ln the region.

The second similarity is the current United Natlions
involvement. Unlited Natlons peacekeeping forces contlnue to
patrol Cyprus (since 1964), while the United Nations Security
Councl] remalins active in deliberations and resclutlons.
Third, the United States |s currently providing both military
and econom!c ald to Greece and Turkey, ald which could be
used by the United States to iInfluence a peace initiative.
The fourth similarity is the negative economic Impact the
disputed !<sues are having on the econocmies of the two
countries. Flinally, as In 1979 with Egypt and Israel,
today’s conflict centers around several geographlcal,

political, economic, and security related |ssues.

PURPOSE OF THE STUDY
The purpose of thls study is to determine whether or

not the Unlted States can formulate a successful peace plan

S




to resclve the ongoling dispute between Greece and Turkey.

The study will exémlne the areas currently in dispute between
the two countrles and will analyze the reglional importance
they both play as the foundatlon for NATO’s southern flank
and as allles to the United States. Next, the study will
analyze the Camp David Peace Accords that brought peace to
Egypt and Israel. The intent of thls inspection Is to
determine the possiblllity of using its framework again, this
time in the eastern Medliterranean to bring an end to the
Greece-Turkey dispute.

Questions that will assist In the development of the
thesls are:

1. What Is the cause of the dispute?

2. Are Greece and Turkey reglonally lmportant to
the United States?

3. What Impact do the actions of the Soviet Union
have on the situatlion? What Influence does the Soviet Unlon
have in the region?

4. What was the framework in the Camp David Peace
Accords? Why was [t successful?

S. What price did/does the United States pay for
peace between Egypt and Israel?

6. Who should the primary peace medlator be? The
Unlted States? NATO? - The U.N.?

7. Can the Camp David Peace Accords be utlllzed to

form a solutlion to the Greece-Turkey dispute? If a modifled




framework achleves peace, what will the projected galns be?
If It fails, what will the cost be?

The conclusion of thls study will be the
determination of whether or not the Unlted States can
reconfligure the Accords to achleve peace between Greece and
Turkey. An additional benefit of the study will be the
compllation and centralizatlon of the factors that make these
two countries of Increasing importance to the United States

and NATO.

SIGNIFICANCE OF THE STUDY

As noted previously, both Greece and Turkey continue
to grow in importance to the United States and NATO. An
example of thelr growlng importance s thelr abllity to
control and monitor Sov!et naval access from the Black Sea
into the Aegean Sea, and more importantly the Eastérn
Med!lterranean, an area that the United States Navy transits
extensively enroute to the Persian Gulf. Also of Importance
is that these countrli!es provide the Alllance with critical
ground-based air defense early warning Information: NATO
Alr Defense Ground Environment (NADGE)> sltes. Nlne NADGE
sites are located In Greece and sixteen In Turkey.4 Both

countries also provide faclllitles for the forward deployment

4Bruce R. Kunlholm, "Rhetoric and Reallty In the Aegean:
United States Pollicy Optlons Toward Greece and Turkey," SAIS
Review, (Winter/Spring 19863, p. 146.
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of United States and NATO NE-3A Alrborne Warning and Control
System (AWACS) alrcratft. .

The ongoing dispute continues to weaken this critical
flank of NATO. The significance of thls study |s to provide
the military and political communities with a complete
discussion of this "no win® situation between two of our NATO
allles. As a minimum, the reader will have an understanding
of the background lssues, will learn the importance of the
region to both the United States and NATO, and wlll acquire
an overview of what the current sltuatlion and future outlook

offers.

THESIS PROBLEM STATEMENT

The thesis title, "The Camp David Peace Accords; a
Model for Greece and Turkey," sets the stage for this study’s
analysis of the confllct between Greece and Turkey {n an
effort to determine {f the framework of the Camp David Peace
Accords can be copied and used to bring peace to these two
allles.

The thesis problem statement formuiated for this
study is: Can the Unlted Stat;s develop a peace plan for the
ongolng Greece-Turkey confllict using the Cgmp David Peace

Accords as a model?




SCOPE OF THE STUDY

The history of conflict and poor relations between
Greece and Turkey predates the current lssues that form the
areas of dispute. To keep this study current and relevant to
today‘s military and political communities, the analysis will
initially focus on the time period surrounding the Turklsh
Invaslon of Cyprus in July/August 1974 and extend through

present-day developments.

RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

The research method used to complete this analysis is
a historical, descriptive comparison. Although a compliete
study of the problem and its solutlon would be incomplete
without addressing economlc and trade issues, thls study will.
only introduce them when pertinent to developing the military
perspective. The study’s primary sources of Information
include historical United States government reports,
international poliitical science and Intelllgence study group
findings, and books authored by the two key partlicipants and
neutral students of the region. Because this thesis subject
is active in today’s world affalirs, the study will lnclude
recent Unlted States, Greek and Turkish government reports,
international intelligence and political studlies, and various
articles to keep lts findings accurate and timely.
Interviews with Turkish officers assigned to the Army Command

and General Staff College and Amerlcan offlcers that have

9




served in Greece and Turkey will also be integrated into this

study.

The study ltself addresses the thesis problem
statement In a logical sequence. The first step will be to
concduct an analysis of the ongoing dispute between Greece and
Turkey. Historical and present-day lnformation on the key
jssues causing the conflict will be examined. The [ssue
analysis will be followed by a review of why these two
countries are important to the United States and NATO. The
review will focus on the geographlcal pre-eminence of both
countries In the region and thelr contrlbution to the NATO
Alllancg.

With an understanding of what the problem |s and why
1t Is cruclal for the United States to resolve the conflict,
the stddy will examine the Camp David Peace Accords. The
discussion will identify: why the peace plan was necessary
for Egypt and Israel, how the Accords were designed, how they
were (mplemented succesafully, and the cost to the United
States for bringing peace to these two countries. With the
analysis of the peace plan mode! complete, a comparison of
the two situations C(Egypt/Israel to Greece/Turkey) will be
drawn in an effort to determine whether or not the Camp David
Peace Accords can be a molded to achleve a prevalling peace
between Greece and Turkey. This hlistorlcal, descriptlve
comparison will provide an answer to the basic thesis problem

statement: "Can the Unlted States develop a peace plan for

10
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the ongolng Greek-Turkish confllict using the Camp David Peace
Accords as a model?* The study‘wlll conclude with
recommendations for possible further research and a summary

of the future outlook for the ongoing dispute.

CHAPTER OUTLINE

Subsequent chapters will detall and analyze the
following:

Chapter 2 - This chapter will Initially review the
fundamental differences that iInfluence the current
Greek-Turkish dispute. With an understanding of the basic
differences complete, the chapter willl proceed with a
discussion of the areas specifically disputed to include:

~- Aegean Sea-contlnental shelf rlights.

-- Invasjon and division of Cyprus.

~- Aegean territorial water limits.

-~ Aegean air-trafflic-control.

-- Militarization of Greek lslands.

-~ NATO command and control structure.

Chapter 3 - Today, more than ever, lt Is crltical to
the NATO Alllance for lts southern members to form a strong
southern flank. This chapter analyzes the Important regional
roles that Greece and Turkey play. After a brief study of
the geographical pre-eminence of these two countries and
their influence in the eastern Medlterranean Sea region, the

study addresses the power that the Soviet Union maintalins in

A
.
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this region. With a detalled understanding of why this is a
geographically Important area and what role the Soviet Union
plays there, the study addresses how these facts affect the

vulnerabllity of NATO’s southern flank. The conclusion of

this chapter Includes an analysis of Greece and Turkey’s past
and current relatlionships with the Unlted States.

Chapter 4 - This chapter studlies the framework and
background of the Camp David Peace Accords that brought peace
to Egypt and Israel. The need for peace |s addressed first,
followed by a study of the treaty’s design and framework.
This chapter concludes with a review of what the cost of
peace between Egypt and Israel has been to the United States
In terms of ald provided to both countries.

Chapter S - The flnal chapter integrates the
researched framework from the Camp David Peace Accords with
the hostile situation in Greece and Turkey. A subsequent
review of past and present mediation efforts is followed by a
discussion of why the Unlted States should lead the
negotlations as the peace medjator. This analysis addresses
the cost of peace to the United States in terms of:

-- Projected gains.

-- Cost of fallure.

~-- Implications.

The conclusion of thlis chapter provides a final
recommendation of whether or not the proposed thesis question

will work (Can the United States develop a peace plan for the

12
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onqolng Greece—Turkgv conflict using the Camp David Peace

Accords as a model?).

13




CHAPTER 2
AREAS OF DISPUTE

FUNDAMENTAL DIFPFERENCES

History and current activities prove that hatred and
distrust continue to run between these two geographically
Important countries. The current dispute finds i{ts origins
in several fundamental differences that separate the two. A
study of this century alone provides a list of events and
historlically important facts that dellineate these fundamental
differences. The following two paragraphs establlish in
chronological sequence these [mportant polnts.

Historlcally, TurkeQ has been a Musl!im nation and
remains so today with the majority of its population
belonging to one of several Muslim sects. DBecause of its
Muslim tles and geographlic proximity to the Middlie East,
Turkey is considered a "border” nation, not a European state
and not an Arab country. although Turkey would like to be
considered European, several other in-country situations
inhiblt that status. First, the country’s ethnlc population
with Its historical orlgins combine to create an economically
underdeveloped, rural, farming soclety. Within the country’s
economy, the contribution to the nation GDP by Iindustry (26%)

and agriculture (2i%) ls almost evenly split. Services

14




account for an addltlional 47% of the 1987 GDP.1 In the
pollitlcal arena, Turkey i1s a new republic since November
1983, strugglling with 1ts reblrth of democracy. Prlor to the
1983 election of Turgot Ozal, Turkey had experimented
unsuccessfully with a democratic form of government and was
governed by military rule. The primary foreign policy [ssue
that this new democracy wrestles with is the preventlon of
Soviet expansionism at the expense of Turkey. Turkey has
been pro-American since the March 1947 Truman Doctrine
provided critical aid and support to Turkey to assist its
efforts to defend against the Soviet Union. Today, Turkey
remains pro-American and pro-NATO in spite of actions such as
the Unlted States arms embargo of 1974.

Unllike Turkey, Greece ls considered an Orthodox
Christian nation with solld tles to a European herltage.
One could even say that the history of Greece is the history
of the European civillzation. Although much of Greece (s
rural, its economy ls diversified and does not rely heavily
on lts agricultural output. Wlthin the economy, services
(31%), manufacturing (17.6%), agriculture, forestry and
flshing (15.8%), and trade (15.4%), made up the majority of
the contributions to Greece’s 1987 GDP.2

1Country Report: Tuyrkey, 1988-1989 (May 1988),
pp. 88-89.
2Country Report: GCreece, 1988-1989 (June 1988),
pp. 15-16.
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Greece |s a current member of the European Community
(EC) which strengthens its ties to Europe. Pollitically,
Greece ls a parllamentary democracy with a soclallst
polltical party in power. Greece also maintalns ties with
the Soviet Unlon and Bulgaria. Although Greece is a member
of NATO, its head of state, Prime Minister Andreas
Papandreou, espouses an anti-American and antl-NATO
philosophy, and allows its foreign policy to be dominated by
Greece’s dlispute with Turkey.

Today’s confllct between these two very different
cultures |s not based on these hlstorical differences. These
differences, while they add fuel to the fire, are not the
center of the confllct. The current clash stems from the two
natlions’ dispute over several key contemporary Internatlional

jssues.

AEGEAN CONTINENTAL SHELF RIGHTS

The first contemporary quarrel that surfaced was over
the ownership of the ol]l and mineral rights to the Aegean Sea
continental shelf (hereafter referred to as continental
shelf). The Greek discovery of oll (in 1973) in the Northern
Aegean off the Island of Thasos, started a race between
Greece and Turkey for Aegean oll drilllng and exploration.
Up to this time, Greece had only established a moderate
search effort and had granted several mineral exploration

licenses to foreign companles. With the discovery of oll,
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competition for continental shelf mineral rights became
flerce.

Because the discovery of oll off Thasos promlsed the
possibllity of large oll deposits in the Aegean, Turkey
wasted no time in awarding i1ts own mineral exploration
llcenses on November 1, 1973. The dlispute origlinated over
the Issue of the locatlions for which Turkey granted
exploration rights. The locatlions granted to the Turklsh
State Petroleum Company (TPAO) overlapped what had been
claimed previously as contlinental shelf belonging to Greece.
This line of exploration In the Northwest Aegean extends west
of the Greek Islands of (listed north to south) Samothrace,
Lemnos, Aghlos Efstratlios, Lesbos, Psara and Chios. Greece
i\mmedlately protested, clting the "Geneva Conventlon on the
Continental Shelf" as its basis for claiming the disputed
continental shelf areas. The key premise that Greece cited
ln the wording of the Convention was

--Continental shelf shall refer (a) to
the seabed adJacent to the coast but outside
territorial seas to a depth of 200 meters or,
beyond to a depth where exploration Is
technically feasible and (b) to a similar

submarine area adjacent to the coasts of
laslands.

--The rights of the coastal state over
the continental shelf do not affect the legal
status of the waters above the high seas, or
the alrspace above those waters.3

3Andrew Wilson, "The Aegean Dispute," Adeiph]| Papers,
(Winter 1979/1980), p. 4.
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The problem that faced Greece In using the Geneva

Convention as its baslis for a clalm of ownership, was that
Turkey protested that 1t was not bound by the law because it
had not signed the Conventlon. The counter argument posed
by Greece however, that lslands have their own continental
shelves "has been embodlied in the Geneva Convention as a
codlflcation of customary law binding on all countries,
lrrespective of whether they have or have not signed the
Conventlion."4

Turkey pressed forward in its exploration efforts
desplite the efforts of Greece; and on May 29, 1973, a Turklsh
survey ship, "accompanied by 32 warships of the Turkish Navy,
spent s!x days exploring and salling aiong the western limlt
of the areas...."S The situation worsened one month later in
July. Turkey enlarged the exploration area t- ‘ompass all
of the Greek Dodecanese Islands southward, and extended the
research area even further west In the Aegean.

It was at this point that the importance of the
continental shelf lssue was overtaken by the July 20, 1974
Turkish invasion of Cyprus (discussion in next section). No
real action was taken on thls lssue agaln unti]l 197S.
Detailed discussion of the medlatlion efforts made since 1979

are included in Chapter Flive.

4Jonathan Alford, ed., Greece and Turkey: Adversity In
Alllance (New York: St. Martin‘s Press, 1{984), p. 134.

SWillson, p. 6.
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CYPRUS, THE CRITICAL 1SSUE

The current dispute over Cyprus forms the heart of
the current Greece-Turkey dispute. Cyprus ls situated in a
strategic location only 40 miles south of Turkey, 60 miles

- west of Syrla, 150 miles west of Israel, 225 miles north of
Egypt, and 475 miles east of Athens, Greece. With these
flgures iIn mind, it 1s no small wonder that it was said of
Cyprus that “he who would become and remaln a great power |n
the east must hold Cyprus in hand.“6 As a result of this
strategic position, Cyprus has been the center of attention
of great powers for centurles, Including Greece, Turkey,
Great Britain, Rome and Venice. Today’s struggle for control
of Cyprus contlnues between Greece and Turkey, and it

> is this issue that forms the major dlspute.

In today’s situation, Cyprus is a divided Island,
politically. militarily, and economically. The current
division concerns not only its inhablitants, the Cypriots, but
also Greece and Turkey (the combatants), NATO, the Unlted
States, and now the Soviet Union. This division is rooted in
a gerlies of events that transpired prior to, during, and
after the Turklsh Invasion of Cyprus on July 20, 1974.

The year 1974 found Cyprus an independent republic
(since August 16, 1960) fraught with internal strife,

terrorist activities, and open clashes between the United

6Michae)l and Hanka Lee, Cvyprus (Harrlsburg Pa.: Stockpole
Books, 1973), p. Front Flap.
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Natlions peacekeeping forces trying to maintaln peace and
order and island rebels supporting the “enosis“ movement.
"Enosis" was a Greek government backed movement to unlte
Cyprus and Greece. This was a popular movement during this
time period In Greece and in Cyprus with the Greek Cyprlot
community. An earller vote among the Greek Cypriots
indicated that 95.7% of the community favored union with
Greece.? Thls ls lmportant considering that 80% of the
island’s population were Greek Cypriots and only 18% Turkish
Cypriots (the remaining 4% made up of minorities).8

It was not Jjust Greek Cypriot’s favorling “enosis*
that caused the disunlty and terrorist activities. The
Turkish Cyprlot,cbmmunlty did not favor "encsis"; they
favored “taksim" instead. "Taksim* was the Turkish and
Turkish Cyprict backed movement calling for the partitlion of
Cyprus and the establishment of two separate bl-natlonal
governments: a Turkish nation in the north and a Greek
natlon in the south.9

The real turmoil between the two communities stemmed
from thelr co~agreed 1960 constitution. The constitution of

Cyprus provided for a presidential form of government, with

7Lee, p. S57.

8Polyvios G. Polyviou, Cyprus the Tragedy and the
Challenge (Washington D.C.: Hellenic, Instlitute Inc., 1979,
p. 1.

9Dimitris C. Constas and Theodore A. Couloumb!s,
*Prospects for Peace and Co-operation,' Athena, ¢(December
1987), p. 351.
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the presldent, a Greek elected by the Greek community, and
the vice president, a Turk elected by the Turklsh community.
Each officlal was granted a vetc right over foreign affairs,
defense and internal security. In the Council of Ministers
and the House of Representatives, the Turks were granted 30%
of the seats, agaln to be elected by thelr own community.
Any amendment to the constlitutlon required the consent of a
separate two-thirds majority from representatlves of each
communlty. However, this effort to minimize understandings
and defuse the separatlst movements between the two
communities had the opposite effect. The rift that had
developed between the Greek and Turkish Cyprlots was now
clearly established In thelr form of republic.

Although the government’s forum seemed well balanced,
the two communities could not agree on implementation of the
terms of the constitution. The Greek majority saw the
constitution as a hindrance to "enosis.” The Turks, on the
other hand, feared that erosion of their rights would soon
leave them with no rights at all. This brought about a
period of domestic political crisis which the Unlted Natlons
Securlty Council responded to by establishing the United
Nations Peacekeeping Force in Cyprus (UNFICYP).10

In the summer of 1974 the Greek mllltary Junta,

pushing for "enosis," had 650 Greek regular army offlcers

10Al J. Venter, "Blue Helmets on the Green Line, the U.N.

Peacekeeping Force In Cyprus,* International Defense Review,
(November 1988), p. 1431.
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serving with the Cyprus National Guard. On July 15, 1974,
these Greek officers on instructions from the milltary Junta
in Athens, led a successful coup d’etat and overthrew the
legitimate government of Cyprus.ii Immediately following the
coup, announcements were made that the structure of the
government would not be changed. Brltaln, along with other
NATO countries, condemned the coup and favored the
restoration of President Makarios (the ocusted President of
Cyprus)>. The Unlited States, however, refrained from putting
the responsiblility for the coup on the Jjunta. No doubt thls
stance was interpreted by Ankara as placld United States’
acceptance of a new state of affalrs in Cyprus.

Turkish Prime Minister Bulent Ecevit flew to London
to consult with the British while the Turkish military
prepared for a military solution to the coup. He made the
trip because Turkey, the United Kingdom, and Greece were
co-guarantors of the Independence of Cyprus under the August
16, 1960, Treaty of Guarantee. Because no agreement could be
reached with Greece after mediation attempts by both the
United Kingdom and Turkey, Turkey invaded Cyprus on July 20,
1974, with a large naval task force.12

On July 23, 1974, soon after the Turkish invasion of

Cyprus, the Greek Junta fell. The officers, after the

11Polyviou, p. 55.

12*The Battle for Cyprus,* W ek, C(July 29, 1974>,
pp . 44— 49 .
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fallure of the coup, voluntarily stepped down ln favor of a
civilian government. Turkey and Greece signed a declaratlion
on July 26, 1974, only days after the invasion. The
declaration, signed in Geneva, agreed to a cease-fire In
Cyprus and stated that peace negotlations would start on
August 8, 1974. However, negotiations halted after proposals
and requests from Greece were rejected by Turkey. On August
14, 1974, the Turkish Army attacked for the second time and
slashed across Cyprus, both east and west, partitioning the
Island In two.13 1In three days Turklish operations had gained
control of nearly 40% of the northern part of the island.14
Because of the invasion and partltlon of Cyprus, "nearly
200,000 Greek Cypriots had been driven from thelr homes in
the north, while 37,000 Turkish Cyprliots had been forced to
leave the Greek areas."iS

Cyprus today remains a divided country with the Greek
and Turkish Cypriot communities exlsting independentliy of
each other. 1In the north, the Turkish backed Turkish
Republic of Northern Cyprus exists with its own parlliamentary
government administrating to approximately 36% of the island.

In the south, the Greek Cyprlot administration governs the

13Polyviou, p. 57.

14Van Coufoudakis, "Greek-Turkish Relations, 1973-1983, the
View from Athens," Ipterpational Security, (Spring 198S),
p. 197.

1SVenter, p. 1435.
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majority of the lsland’s population and the remalnder of the
island. Negotiations between these two communitlies continue
today with no apparent results except the negotiations
themselves.

To bring events up to date it is lmportant to note
several key dlfferences that exist today. They are:

1. The existence of a 180 kilometer buffer zone
referred to as the "Greek Line", manned by 2,100 UNFICYP
troops and located at the polnt of partitlon.

2. Current United Nations sources estimate
there are 29,500 Turkish regular soldiers in northern
Cyprus.i6

3. On 15 November 1983 the Turkish Cypriots
announced the creatlon of the Turklsh Republic of Northern
Cyprus followed on May S, 1985 by the popular approval of a
constitution for the new Republic.

4. Today’s Turkish Cypriot community lncludes
over 20,000 mainland Turkish settlers brought over from
Turkey after the 1974 invasion.

S. The economic status in Cyprus today l!s very
different from the one during the time frame surrounding the
Turkish invasion in 1974. The average Inflation rate on

Cyprus In 1975~1976 was 4.2%.17 Today the economic plicture

16lbid., p. 1436.

17North Cvprus Almanack (London: K. Rustem & Brother,
1987>, p. 80.
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is brightening for the Greek Cyprlot community that ls led
by President George Vassiliou. The 1nfl$tlon rate i{n this
southern nation was 3% at the end of 1987, and the economy
was galning strength.18 An Iindicatlion of this growth is the
ranking of the Greek Cyprliot merchant shipping lndustry by
the World Shipping Registry, moving them from 32nd in the
world in 1982 to seventh durlng the fourth quarter of 1988.19
The one weak spot in the economy is the $113 million trade
deflcit at the end of 1987. Efforts to off-set this trade
problem are underway and programs are being designed to
correct the Import/export deficlt.

To the north, the Turkish Republic of Northern
Cyprus’ economy ls floundering. Its efforts to reduce
inflation, which reglistered at 31.45% in June 1968, are
fallling, and Inflation contlnues to grow.20 Here the trade
deficit |Is also a problem, totaling $166 million at the end
of 1987. Desplite the staggering economy, close ties to
Turkey contlnue. Efforts are being made to expand
International markets and remove trade barriers with the
Greek Cyprliot community. In the final economic analysis,

both communitles are striving for closer ties with EC markets

18Country Report: [Lebanon. Cvyprus, No.1 <(January 25,
1988, p. 19.

19Countcy Report: Lebanon, Cvprus, No.4 <(October 7, 1988,
p. 286.

20]bid.
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and each other In an effort to strengthen thelr own
economies.

6. The Soviet Unlon maintains an ongoing interest In
the Cyprus dispute. Thelr ultimate goal is total non-
millitarization of the Island. The withdrawal of all mllitary
forces to include two Unlted Kingdom air bases on Cyprus is
viewed as the Soviet solution to the current partition of the
island. Soviet Interest was demonstrated recently (December
1987> by the visit of Soviet envoy Vladimir Longinov to
Cyprus following the Washington summit meeting that took
place earllier between President Reagan and President

Gorbachev .21

TERRITORIAL WATER DISPUTE

Today’s dispute over the territorlial waters of the
Aegean Sea began in 1920. Because of its allignment with the
Central Powers during World War I, Turkey was a defeated
nation at the end of the Great War. Under the 1920 Treaty of
Sevres, a mandate from the Allles granted Greece, a member of
the Alllance, large land areas in western Turkey. However, a
revolutionary government take over and the subsequent changes
by Kemal Ataturk in 1920 threatened Greece’s clalim to the
Turkish areas ceded to It by the Treaty of Sevres. In

response to this sjituation in 1921, Greece |nvaded western

2iCountry Report: [Lebanon. Cverus, No.i (January 2S5,
1988, p. 17.
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Turkey In the viclinity of Izmir. The Greek Invasion forces,
due to the combinatlion of extended 1lnes-of-communication
(LOCs) and a seasonal change to winter, were soundly defeated
by Kemal Ataturk’s forces. Thls perlod of lnstabllity and
open hostility was finally soothed by the 1923 Treaty ot
Lausanne. The four slignatories - Greece, Turkey, France -.
and the United Kingdom, established an agreeable division of
the areas disputed from the earlier Treaty of Sevres. In
addition to granting Greece ownership of several islands in
the Aegean (from north to south: Lemnos, Lesbos, Chlos,
Samos and Icarlia),
the Treaty of Lausanne set the limit of

territorial waters at 3 nautical miles. Later

In 1936 Greece unilaterally extended her

territorial waters to 6 miles. Turkey followed

suit in 1964.22 :

The situation today remains much as it was in 1964,
with both Greece and Turkey recognizing the six-mile
terrlitorlial sea 1imit In the Aegean. However, a threat to
the status quo arose from the 1958 Flrst Unlted Natlons
Conference on the Law of the Sea (UNCLOS I)> and the Turkish
lnvasion of Cyprus in 1974. On the issue of territorial sea

limits, UNCLOS 1 "defined a so-called Contliguous Zone, up to

12 miles from the shore, In which coastal states would have

22Al ford, p. S9.
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Jurlsdiction over customs, fiscal, sanitary and immigration
arrangements.”23

Although numerous international states have adapted
the twelve mlile zone, nelther Greece nor Turkey have signed
the Convention. With the current six-mile limit, Greek
territorlial waters form 3S5% of the Aegean Sea while Turkey’s
part is only 8.8%. The fear on Turkey’s part |s that [f
Greece adopts the twelve mile limit, the openness of the
Aegean will cease to exist. With a twelve mile limit, Greek
control would Increase to 63.9% and Turkey to only 10%. This
would leave only 26.9% of the Aegean classifled as High Seas
(international waters>.24 Turkey views this extenslion as a
threat because with the reduced sl?e of international Qaters,
their vessels would have noc cholce but to transit Greek -
territorial waters to galn access to both the Medlterranean
Sea and the Hlgh Seas of the Aegean. From the opposite
perspective, wlth greater control Greek shipping would
enjJoy a much greater degree of freedom and possibly greater
economic prosperity than Turkish shipping.

It was thls dispute during the post-Turklish Invaslon
of Cyprus that lead to the next problem, that of Aegean
alr-trafflic-control. Actions taken since 1974 to resolve the

territorial limits dispute are discussed in Chapter Flve.

23Wilson, p. 4.
24]bid., p. S.
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AEGEAN AIR-TRAFFIC-CONTROL

The current dispute over control of ailr traffic
transiting Aegean airspace surfaced immedlately followling
the crisis In Cyprus. Flight Information Reglons (FIRsS) are
established and controlled by the International Civil
Aviation Organization (ICAO), an element of the United
Nations. These FIRs monltor and control alrcraft transiting
the FIRs zone of control.

During the 1952 reglional conference of ICAC wlth
Greece and Turkey, all three partlies agreed that all Aegean
alrspace except that directly off the coastline of Turkey
would be part of the Athens FIR. Thls meant that all Turklsh
alrcraft passing into the FIR were required to report
positlon and fllght plans to Athens. Turklsh aircraft flylng
west from Izmir were In the Athens’ FIR within minutes of
take-off. From the opposite perspective, Greek alrcraft
flying east from Athens could fly to positions within miles
of the Turklish coastllne before entering Turklish airspace and
reporting to the alr-traffic-controllers in Izmir.

After the lnvasion of Cyprus, In an effort to offset
the possible threat ahd lnconvenience posed by Greek control
of Aegean airspace, Turkey lssued NOTAM 714 on August 4,
1974. The NOTAM Is a notlce to ICAQ for transmission to all

alrspace users.25 NOTAM 714 requlired all alrcraft (military

2Sibid., p. 6.
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and civillan) that passed a mid-Aegean reporting llne
approaching Turkey to report both position and flight plan

Informatlion to alr-traffic-controllers in Izmlir. This

requirement while still in International alrspace caused an
outcry of protest from the Greek government. In response to
Turkey’s new reporting requirement, Greece lssued NOTAM 1157
on September 13, 1974, which declared the Aegean airspace as
a danger zone because of the conflicting reporting
requlrements from Athens and Izmir. Thls attempt by Turkey
to limit access to its airspace has been an issue that

has been the subject of negotiations and is still a point of

discord today.

MILITARIZATION OF GREEK ISLANDS

Turkey’s July lnvaslon and lts August follow-on push
south into the heart of Cyprus, established what is currently
the border between the Greek Cyprliots In the south and the
Turkish Cyprlots In the north (the Green Line). Immediately
after the August 14, 1974, Turklish drive south, Greek
Militarizatlion of lslands In the Eastern Aegean began.
Fearling further milltary aggression from Turkey, Greece
Increased [ts military presence In the Eastern Aegean by
dep}oy:ng Greek armed forces, speciflcally to islands in
close proximity to the Turkish coast. The military bulld-up

and fortiflcation took place on the lslands of (from north to
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south) Samothrace, Lemnos, Lesbos, Chlos, Samos, Ikarla
and the Dodecanese Islands in the Southeastern Aegean.

Turkey’s response to the new Greek forces on lts
doorstep was a quick one. Citing both the Treaties of
Lausanne (1923) and Parls (1946), Turkey claimed the
militarization of these islands violated these treatles. No
real headway was made to withdraw the Greek forces, so in
1975 Turkey countered the Greek move by establishing the
Aegean Fourth Army and deployed this 123,000 man force along
its Western Aegean coastline., "Greek offensive preparations
were given the reason for setting up the Turkish Fourth Army
{The Army of the Aegeanl].“26 Unllke the majority of the
Turkish milltary forces, "the Army of the Aegean" was a
non-NATO affillated unit and was considered a Turkish
national asset.

Since 1975, the Turkish Fourth Army has maintained
lts deployment on the east coast. Greece on the other hand,
has continued to build-up its military assets on certain
Islands. The Greek lsland of Lemnos, which lies just 65
kllometers west of the mouth of the Stralt of Dardanelles,
has become the focal polnt in this dispute. 1In addition to a
major Greek navy base at Mitilinl, Lesbos, Greece also
"stationed troops and fighter aircraft there and seeking to

have them assigned to NATO as a second line of defense."27

26Willison, p. 16.

27Country Proflle: Greece, 1988-1989, (June 1988), p. 9.
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Turkey objects to the bulld-up and today these forces
contlnue to face each in a stalemate of inaction.

In summary, the problems created by the forced
division of Cyprus, disagreement over o©ll and mineral rights
of the Aegean continental! shelf, the dispute over air-traffic
reporting requirements while in international alrspace over
the Aegean, and the questlon of Greek mllltarlzation of the
Istands iIn the Eastern Aegean leaves today’s problem:

conflict between two NATO allles, both of equal Importance to

the United States.
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CHAPTER 3

REGIONAL IMPORTANCE

GEOGRAPHICAL IMPORTANCE ,

Although Greece and Turkey are both geographically
lsolated from the rest of NATO by communist countries and
water, they are of growing strategic milltary importance to
the Unlted States and NATO. The maritime geography and
location of each country comblne to form vital areas of
miltitary interest to the United States.

Considering the recént Intermediate Nuclear Forces
(INF) Agreement between the United States and the Sovliet Unlon
and its effects on reducing gfound based nuclear weapons in
Eurcpe, maritime launched nuclear weapons will take on greater
importance and significance in the very near future.

The strategic Ilmportance of nuclear

weapons deployed on submarines and surface

ships will be considerably lncreased and so

will the value of sea lanes traversing

relatively narrow bodies of water in the...

Mediterranean Sea.l
Thls emphasis on maritime launched nuclear weapons increases
the Importance that both Greece and Turkey play in controlling
the Medlterranean sea lines of communlication (SLOC) and the

southern reglion as a whole. Thelr value |s underscored when

one considers that it |s through these waters that a ship from

1iTheodore A. Couloumbis and Costas Hadjlconstant!nou,

*Greece’s Role in a Changing Global Setting," NATQ Review,
(August 1988), p. 24.
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Europe must pass to reach the Black Sea or to transit the
Suez Canal en route to the Indlan Ocean or the Perslian Gulf.

Geographlcally, Greece’s locatlon In the Eastern
Medl terranean is very lmportant. Greece s primarlily a
maritime natlion, and its control over larg§ areas of the
Aegean and Medlterranean Seas is of strategic Interest tc the
United States and NATO In defense planning. Greece’s 1,000
kilometer border with three communist countries (Albania,
Bulgaria, and Yugoslavia) and a common border with Turkey in
Thrace are important points, but of secondary Importance in
relation to lIts commanding position within the Eastern
Medl terranean Sea. Both the mainland of Greece and the
island of Crete provide valuable locations from which to
control and guard the Aegean approaches to the Mediterranean.
Also noteworthy, Is the role these locations play In
providing naval ports, forward basing facllitles, and supply
depots for Unlted States naval and alr forces. It Is
Greece’s centrallzed positlon, controlling location, and its
proximity to the Soviet Unlon that underscore jts strategic
importance to both the Unlted States and NATO.

Examination of the other key player, Turkey,-offers
this determination of its Importance in the reglion: “Turkey

derives lts signlflcance from its pivotal position between
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Western Europe. the Mlddle East and the Warsaw V:ct
nations."2 As the plvotal hub, Turkey maintains a 610
kilometer border with the Soviet Unlon and shares borders
with Bulgarlia, Iran, Iraqg, Syria and Greece. Also of
importance geographically ls the fact that Turkey constltutes
and defends approximately 27% of NATO’s European land area.3
However, possibly the most lmportant geographlcal factor to
consider when studyling Turkey are the Turklish Strajits:
Running northeast to southwest, the

Straits comprise: the river-iike Bosphorus,

about 18 mlles long and as narrow as 800

vards wide; the Dardanelles, about 47 miles

long and three to four miles wide; and the

lake-1ike Sea of Marmora in between.4
The signlficance of Turkey’s ablllty to control the Stralts
of Bosphorus and Dardanelles, (which form the channel that
connects the Black Sea to the Aegean), and to restrict,
monitor, or influence Soviet naval access into the
Mediterranean Sea |Is no small matter. Also of value |is

Turkey’s jurisdiction over both “the most direct air and

overland routes between the Soviet Union and the Middle East

2Bruce George and Mark Stenhouse, "Turkey Comes to Terms

With Its Vulnerability," Jane’s Defence Weekly, (2 July
1988>, p. 1378.
3ibid,

4Charles Maechling Jr., “Crigsis at the Turkish Straits,"
Proceedings, (August 1988), p. 4S.
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‘and Afrlca."S Turkey’s proximlty to the Soviet Unlon Is
another factor adding to its prominence when consldering the
Unlited States intelligence collectlon assets located
in-country. This proximlity factor points to Turkey as an
Important ally for the Unlted States and also for other NATO

nations with concerns in this region.

SOVIET UNION REGIONAL INFLUENCE

Former Soviet leader Leonid Brezhnev ln statling the
Soviet Union’s position on the southern region commented:

_ We want the Mediterranean Sea to become

a sea of peace, good-neighborlliness and

cooperation. We realize that It iIs far from

easy to reach thlis goal, since there exist

too many knots of tension, too many

contradictory interests of states.6
Recent Soviet efforts In the region have been made to galn
the trust of both Greece and Turkey. The Soviet’s ultimate
ailm is to disrupt the southern elements of NATQ, thereby
giving themselves more freedom in the Aegean and
Mediterranean Seas. The primary tool the Soviets use to
achleve thls goal is the Soviet Navy.

In time of war or confliict, a critical objectlive of

the Soviet Union In the Eastern Med{terranean would be the

SUnited States Congress, House, Commlttee on Forelgn
Affailrs, ’

Realon, Report, (7 October 19863, p. 45.
6Carl F. Pinkele and Adamantla Polllis, ed., The

(New York: Praeger
Publ ishers, 1983), p. 19.
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seizure of the Turklsh Stralts, which form the only sea route
from the Black Sea for the Soviet Union, Turkey, Bulgaria,
and Rumanla. Soviet control of the stralts would be critical
for the re-supply and augmentation of the Soviet
Mediterranean Squadron (the Fifth Squadron) with elements
from the Soviet Black Sea Fleet. In addition to being
important militarily, the stralts are of growlng lmportance
to the Soviet Union’s economy. Currently It |s estimated
that “in peacetime, some S0-60 percent of Soviet imports and
exports pass through the Dardanelles.“? It appears that In
the future the Soviet use of the straits will continue to
increase in order to support the growing Soviet economy
surrounding the Black Sea. Because the Soviets value the use
of the straits, the adjacent Bladk Sea Fleet plays a vital
role In the Soviet’s strategy to control this region.

It Is this Soviet rellance on the stralts and the
inherent lack of control that goes along with Turkish control
of the straits that have caused the Soviet naval build-up In
the Black Sea. The Black Sea Fleet headquarters at
Sevastopal and the huge Soviet naval yard at Nikolayev,
combine to form the main assets behind the Soviet efforts.

*Nearly one third of the maJor surface combatants in the

7"NATO’s Southern Reglion: Strategy and Resources for
Coallitlon Defense," Report by Project on a Resources
Strategy for the U.S. and its Allies, Center for Strategic
Studles and International Studles, (September 1988), p. 9.
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Soviet Navy are based In the Black Sea“8; therefore, It is no
"colnclidence that the only two 18,000-ton Soviet Moskva-class
anti-submarine warfare hellcopter carrlers (called
anti-submarine cruisers by the Soviets) in the entire Soviet
Navy are assigned to the Black Sea Fleet.9

Also of note are the Soviet efforts to galin greater
influence in the region through ongolng ship bullding work at
the Nikolayev ship yards. Because of the importance seaborne
alr power s pictured as playling In future Soviet efforts to
project naval power, two Sovetsk!) Sojuz-class (70,000-ton)
conventional large-deck aircraft carrlers are under
construction In the Nlkolayev ship vards. The first carrier,
the ITbillisi, was launched in 1985 and |s currently preparlhg
to begin sea trials in the Black Sea. With lts full
complement of 70-75 fixed wing alrcraft, depending on
the type of fighter or attack aircraft deployed, the Tbilisi
will be able to prolect lts alr power ocut to a maximum combat
radius of 800 nautical miles. Meanwhile, the second
full-sized carrier is still under construction.10 Whenever

and wherever the Soviet Navy ultimately deploys these ships,

8United States Congress, House, Foreign Affairs, U.S.
Militacv Installations, p. 45.

9Floyd C. Painter, “The Soviet Navy Threat: A
Re-Examinatlion (Part Two)," Defense Electronlcs, (May 1988),
p. 94.

i0ONorman Polmar, "The Soviet Navy. The New Carrier,*
Proceedings, (August 1988>, p. 66.
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there will undoubtedly be an Increase ln local Sov!let naval
capabllities and a substantial Improvement In thelr ablillty
to project mllltary influence over much greater areas than
before.

One maJor factor however, that confronts the growing
Soviet Navy In lts efforts to lncrease Soviet reglonal
Influence is the restrictions governing Soviet use of the
Turkish Straits. As a result of the 1936 Montreux Treaty,
ownership and control of the stralts was transferred to the
Turkish government from the [nternational commisslion that
previously governed them, In effect granting Turkey total
control of the straits. Current Turkish provisions
stipulate:

Light surface vesselis of 10,000-ton or

less, minor war vessels, and auxillarlies of

Black Sea and non-Black Sea powers were

authorized transit up to an aggregate of

15,000-tons or nine vesseis. Capital ships

(generally accepted as battieships and

cruisers) of non-Black Sea powers were denied

access to the straits, but capital ships of

Black Sea powers could exceed the 15,000-ton

limitation provided they passed through

singly and were accompanled by not more than

two escort vessels... All transits of foreign

warships through the straits were made

subject to advance notiflcatlon and plilotage

requirements.i1

In reference to aircraft carriers, such as the Soviet

Kiev-class (43,000-tons), the Moskva-class (18,000-ton), and

the new Sovetskl) Sojuz~-class being bullt and tested at

i1Maechling, p. 68.
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Nikolayev on the Black Sea, the Montreux Treaty ls
intentionally vague. The Treaty does however "stipulate that
alrcraft carrlers may enter the waterway at the invitation of
Turkey to make local port calls, but may not pass lnto elther
the Black Sea or the Medlterranean."12 These limitations
pose severe problems for the Soviet Navy’s movement through
the straits, specifically the new large-deck aircraft
carrlers. The limitatlions also create hardships for Soviet
efforts to surge ships through the stralts lf necessary,
because of the Turkish requirement for advance notification
of elght days prlior to beginning the transit of the straits.
One method successfully used by the Soviet Unlon to
bypass the restrictlions imposed by the Treaty on the passage
of aircraft carrlers has been to classify the carriers as
cruisers. As stated previously for example, the Moskva-class
ASW-helicopter carrlers-are termed anti-submarine cruisers.
More recently, the Kiev-class vertical/short take off and
landing (V/STOL> alrcraft carriers, armed with 30-40 V/STOL
fixed wing alrcraft have been classifled alrcraft-carrying
cruisers by the Soviet Union because of the ship’s
cruiser-like bow. In addition to the two Moskva-class
carriers assigned to the Black Sea Fleet, one Kiev-class
carrlier Is now attached to the Fieet, and all three carriers

freely transit the stralts.

12Prospects for Security in the Mediterranean, Adelphli
Papers Vol. 229, (1988), p. 34.
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None of the other Montreux Treaty signatorles
(Turkey, Bulgarlia, France, Great Britaln, Greece, Japan,
Rumania, and Yugoslavia) have objected to thé Soviet Navy’s
crulser classification of the Moskva or Kiev-class carriers.
Nor have they challenged the Soviet’s “right to transit the
stralts elther at the time of first passage or since."13 In
summary, although the Montreux Treaty places restrictions on
carrlier-class shlips, the lack of protest from any of the
Treaty signatorlies over the Soviet carrier classificatlion
system, has glven the Soviet Union taclit approval for ships
to transit the straits. With thls background, it is doubtful
~ that the Soviet Unlon will face protest from any of the
signatories when its first Sovetjsklj Sojuz-class large-deck
carrier-ls completed and ready to sall through the stralts as
early as 1990.

Because Soviet regional influence depends heavily on
the Soviet Navy‘s abllity to project military power, forward
operating shore-based facilities are critical to continue
supporting future naval operatlons. After the loss of access
to Albanian ports In 1961 and to Egyptian port facilitles in
1976, the Soviet Unlion in an effort to make up for its
shortage of shore-based anchorages began developing the
capabllity to use off-shore anchorages or bases to conduct

limited repairs and ship replenishment. This capability

13Maechlling, p. 68.
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exists today In the Medlterranean and has been expanded to
Include limited dry~dock facilities and submarine assistance
faclllties. This capablllty will theoretically allow Soviet
naval forces in the Mediterranean to remaln combat ready "for
several weeks after the closing of the stralts,"14 an abllity
the Sovlet Navy has lacked in previous times.

It Is this shortage of facilities, however, that has
forced the Soviet Unlon to tallor its Mediterranean Squadron.
The result of this deficlency has been to limit the number of
ships and thelr on-station tlme in the Medlterranean Sea and
to establish plans for quick reinforcement of the Fifth
Squadron from the Black Sea Fleet when conditions warrant.
This lnabllity to galn forward operating, land based
" facllltles has had a limiting effect on Soviet efforts to
expand their regional Influence and control.

In Its contlnulng efforts to alleviate this shortage
of land based facilitles, the Soviet Unlon in a recent
agreement with the government of Syria has begun expanding
the Syrian port of Tartus in the Eastern Mediterranean.
Tartus initially came into heavy Soviet use following the
1976 expulsion of the Soviet Union from Egypt. The current
expansion will provide greater facllities for Soviet

submarlnes and surface combatant ships operating in the

14Siegfried Breyer and Norman Polmar, Guide to the Soviet
Navy. Second Edlition ¢(Annapolis Maryland: Naval Instlitute
Press, 1982>, p. S07.
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Mediterranean. Tartus “*has been descrlibed by US lntelligence
as the largest Soviet naval forward deployment base outside
the USSR."15 Thls clearly Indicates the Soviet Union’s
intent to contlnue 1ts efforts In expanding reglonal
influence and authorlity through the use of its Mediterranean
Squadron and Black Sea Fleet. Also easily discerned is the
fact that the Soviet Unlon sees a potentlial threat to ltself
and lts goals with any expanded United States or NATO
involvement in this reglon.

In direct dealings with both Greece and Turkey, the
Soviet Union has placed obvious Importance on bullding close
relationships and tlies. Turkey plays an Important role In
Soviet foreign policy because of its key geographical
location on the southern border of the Soviet Unlon and
because of |ts strategic value drawn from the ownership and
control of the Turkish Stralts. Although Turkey has been
extremely critical of the Soviet lnvasion and cccupation of
Afghanlistan, "Moscow has been tolerant of the range of
political regimes in Turkey, to which it has ocffered
extensive economic aid."16 The increasing economic

relationship with the Soviet Union remains separate from the

15"Soviets Set to Expand Tartus Base," ‘ enc
Weekly, (21 May 1988)>, p. 824.

16Duygu B. Sezer, "Peaceful Coexistence: Turkey and the

Near East In Soviet Foreign Policy,.* The Annals of the
Amerlcan Academy of Poljtical and Soclal Sclence, (September
1985), p. 117.
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polltlical one. Much to the chagrlin of the Soviets, Turkey
has contlinued to view the Sovlet Union as [ts primary threat.

Soviet relations with Greece on the other hand
continue to grow closer. The recent movement of Greek
forelgn pollicy deallngs away from any dependence on elther
the United States or NATO has been applauded by the Soviet
Union. In October 1987, a large step was made in
Greek-Soviet relations with the start-up of constructlon in
Thisvi, Greece, of an alumina plant. The plant extracts
alumina from bauxite ore for the production of aluminum. In
additlion to providing $130 milllon for the plant, the Soviet
Union also supplied the plant deslign, speclal technlcal
advlisors, and worker tralning packages. In return, Greece
agreed to purchase a large percentage of the necessary plant
equipment from the Soviet Union. The plant cooperation
agreement also calls for the Sovlet Unlon to purchase 600,000
tons of alumina per year, which equates to almost the total
production capability of the plant.17 With the creation of
this new Industry In Thisvl, Greece will become one of the
largest alumina producers in the world, and the Soviet Union
will reap the beneflits of closer relations with Greece and a
large new source of alumina.

Another factor that Is strengthening Greek-Soviet

ties |s the continuing anti-American, ant!-NATO sentiment of

17D. Stamou, "A Blg Step," Athepa, (November 1987),
p. 316.
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the Greek government and people. The Sovliets have not so
much fueled the fire of antl!-Americanlsm as they have helped
the Greeks economically, allowing them to see others, such as
the Soviets themselves, as thelr allles. Ongolng Soviet
efforts to link the European Community (EC) with the Soviet
equlvalent (COMECON)> shows an increasing desire on the part
of the Soviet Union to become actively involved In European
economic markets and organizations. Soviet efforts to tie
markets together will only lncrease as President Gorbachev of
the Soviet Unlon broadens and contlnues his internal economlic
recovery program (Perestroyka).

One flnal issue that Is important to conslder when
studying Soviet efforts to Influence the reglon Is the
Soviet Unlon’s positlon on the Cyprus lssue. To date, the
Soviet Unlon has maintalined a non-alligned status with both
Cyprlot communitlies In an effort to avold allenating elther
Greece or Turkey. Thls tactlc has been successful thus far,
and the Soviet Unlon contlinues to call for peace and for
settlement of the ongoing dispute on Cyprus. What is
important, however, ls that these Soviet calls for moderation
and reuniflication form a cover, a deception, for what
continues to be the Soviet Union’s primary objectlve on
Cyprus: “the neutralization and demllitarlization"18 of the

{sland. Because British milltary facllitles on Cyprus could

18Seezer, p. 124.
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be used as forward staging areas for NATO air and naval
forces, Soviet Interests In the Mediterranean would beneflit
greatly 1f all foreign military forces were withdrawn from
the island.

In summary, the region will contlnue to grow !n
military and economic Importance to the Soviet Union.
Evidence of this growth can be seen in the increased strength
and capabllities of the Soviet Black Sea Fleet and iIn the
current bufld-up of Soviet naval facillities at Tartus, Syria.
Soviet political and economic efforts to lncrease reglional
influence can also be seen In the strengthening of Soviet
tles with Greece, and the Soviet Unlon’s contlnulng efforts

to establish closer economic tlies between COMECON and the EC.

VULNERABILITY OF NATO’S SOUTHERN FLANK

Considering the Soviet Union’s growing interest in
the southern region and its efforts to gain greater influence
with the member states, It is important to note that NATO’s
southern flank contains several areas that pose potential
threats to the securlity of the Alliance. Specifically the
vulnerable areas are in eastern Turkey and along the
Greek-Turkish border in Thrace. From the facts presented in
Chapter Two of thlis study, that determination is made that

NATO’s greatest challenge ls the

southern region‘s Greek-Turkish hostility.
Alllance milltary coordination in the Eastern
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Medl terranean has been almost non-exlstent
since 1974 when Turkey invaded Cyprus.i?9

It Is this bllaterai dispute between Greece and Turkey that
poses the primary threat to the Alllance’s southern flank.
Followlng the 1974 Cyprus confllict and the subsequent
Turkish refusal to remove its milltary forces from the
lsland, Greek Prime Minlster Caramanllis removed all Greek
mllltary forces from the Integrated mllltary structure of
NATO iIn protest. Greece’s positlon was that because both
Turkey and the Unlted Klngdom were co-guarantors of the
Independence of Cyprus (1960 Treaty of Guarantee), and both
were members of NATO, that either the United Kingdom, NATO or
the Unlited States should have Intervened to end the Turklish
military occupation of Northern Cyprus. No country did, and
Greece partlally broke [ts ties with NATO by removing ltself
from NATC’s military wing. Greece did, however, continue to
malntaln lts position In the political wing of NATO, but
nelther participated "in the NATO Defense Planning Committee
or assigned troops to NATC commands."20 With this
withdrawal, Greece lost NATO control over the Aegean alrspace
from the east coast of Greece to the Athens-Istanbul FIR
Just off Turkey’s west coast. This mission was transferred

to Turkey In July 1978 when the Unlted States turned over

19*NATO’s Southern Reglon," p. iv.

20United States Congress, House, Foreign Affairs, U.S.
Milltary Installations, p. 32.
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command of the 6th Allled Tactical Alr Force (SIXATAF)> In
Izmlir, Turkey, to a Turklish Alr Force general. Soon after
control of SIXATAF was transferred, the United States also
passed command of Allled Land Forces Southern Europe
(LANDSQUTHEAST), located in Izmir, to the Turklish Army.

In 1978 and 1979, efforts were belng taken to
reintegrate Greece Into the NATO mllitary command. As part
of the reintegratlion efforts, NATO called for Greece to
establlsh a separate Greek land and alr headquarters in
Larlssa, Greece: Allled Land Forces South Central Europe
(LANDSOUTHCENT), with {ts own alr command, Seventh Allled
Tactical Alr Force (SEVENATAF). This reorganization of the
regional command and control structure was not immediately or
entirely accepted by Greece. The effort to reintegrate .
Greece that eventually succeeded was the November 1979
proposal made by the NATO Supreme Allled Commander Europe
(SACEUR), General Bernard Rogers. The Rogers Plan was
designed to reduce the problems facing the Greek re-entry
into the military wing of NATO by addressing both Greek and
Turkish concerns. Up to thils point, the major roadblock
tacling Greece’s relntegration into the military wing of NATO
was the dlssenting vote of Turkey. This stumbling block was
a result of the difficulties created by the ongoing Aegean
disputes (see Chapter Two) as well as a new probliem, that of
the Greek refusal to recognlze Turklish control over Aegean

alrspace, a situation that had been created by the NATO
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reorganization. 'Greece wanted the Aegean operatlional
respongsibllities to return to the former state of affairs
upon thelr relntegration into NATO. Greece’s contention was
that restructuring the NATO command and control system (|.e.
transferring of command of SIXATAF and LANDSOUTHEAST from the
United States to Turkey) did not justify the westward
expansion of alrspace under thé control of SIXATAF (under
Turkish control). Thlis restructuring had, in effect, placed
the alrspace over the eastern Greek 1slands under Turklsh
control. It had also taken a former unifled command, which
had once Included mllitary personnel and units from both
Greece and Turkey, and divided these intoc separate national
commands ln each country. The end result of the
restructuring has been the collapse of an integrated defense
in the area and the termination of comblned planning and
exercise between the two former allles.

On October 22, 1980, after slx years absence and
numerous proposal submissions from General Rogers, Greece
rejoined the integrated military command structure of NATO.
The agreement to relntegrate, however, was not without
problems. Notably, the final plan lacked an agreement on the
Greek-Turklsh Aegean command and control lIssue. The intent
of the Rogers Plan, and Qhat was agreed to by both Greece and
Turkey, was for this remaining issue to be resoived
independently between Greek and Turkish milltary authorlitles.

Today this critical issue remains to be reconclled, and the
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non-implementation of pocrtions of the
Rogers Plan relating to command structures and
areas of operatlional responsiblilities, remain a
major source of tension with NATO and ln
Greek-Turkish relatlons.21

This relatlonshlp was further compllcated in
September 1983, when Greece withdrew its military forces from
planning and partliclpatlion !n NATO reglonal milltary
exercises. Thls wlthdrawal was in protest to the fallure of
NATO exercise planning to Include the Greek !sland of Lemnos.
Lemnos was part of the bllateral dispute between Greece and
Turkey over the Greek mllltarlzatlon of Aegean lslands.
Because of Turklsh protests over the possible Inclusion of
the lsland, Lemnos was not lncluded; and Greece withdrew from
further NATO exerclses.

The outgrowth of these situatlons Is that critical
coordination on southern region issues and NATO alr defense
matters is severely Impaired. This weakness in NATO’s
southern flank s of growlng importance when the deployment
of new Soviet high-perturmance aircraft in the region is
consldered. The regional threat now inciudes SU-24 Fencer
fighter-bombers and Soviet Naval Aviation Backfire bombers

armed with cruise missiles. Both alrcraft are capable of

striking Allled naval forces throughout the region.22

21Van Coufoudaki{s, "Greek-Turkish Relatlons, 1973-1983:
The View From Athens," Internatlional Securlty, (Sprling 1985),
pp. 200-201.

22"NATO’s Southern Reglion," p. 7.
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Another element where the southern reglon ls
considered vulnerable, unllike its cbunter-part in the central
region of Europe, !s In its weapons systems quality and
quantity. Unllke other areas of NATO, In the southern
region "the Pact’s quantitative superiority |s not offset by
any qualitatlve NATO advantage. Greek and Turklsh equlipment
In particular is decldedly obsolescent.*23 Much of the
millitary equipment used by both countrlies |s from World
War Il or the Korean War, and spare parts are lncreasingly
short of supply or unavallable. Current United States and
NATC efforts are belng taken to modernize and upgrade both
countries’ military forces. In Turkey’s case alone, however,
United States

officials have estimated that It would
take roughly $1.2 billion a year In US
milltary ald for at least a decade to
modernize Turkey’s military to a standard
compatible with NATO requirements.24
The cost 1s high but appears necessary to build a force
capable of defending agalinst the growing Soviet threat.

In summary, the southern reglon lg Inherently more
vulnerable than other areas of the Alllance because of its
lsolatlon from other NATO countries. It is thls geographlcal

{solation, coupled with poor Greek-Turkish relations and the

requirement for sizable military modernlization efforts in

23Ibid., p. v.

24Uni ted States Congress, House, Foreign Affairs, U.S.
Miljtary Installations, p. 47.

=




both countries, that make the vulnerablllty of NATO’s
southern flank palinfully clear. This vulnerabllity makes
close relatlons with the Unlted States and NATO of growing

importance to all countries involved.

UNITED STATES RELATIONS WITH GREECE AND TURKEY

With the passage of the Truman Doctrine In 1947, both
Greece and Turkey moved ocut from under the Brlitish sphere of
Influence. The economic and millitary assistance provided by
the United States increasingly brought Greece and Turkey
under American control and influence. Subsequently, both
countries followed the United States and Joined NATO In 1952.
Since that time, the United States has remained the dominant
power In the southern region, maintaining close relatlons
with Greece and Turkey and actlng as the principal force
that binds NATO’s southern flank. Today, the regional
commnand structure s “dominated by U.S. officers to a far
greater extent than In central or northern Europe, (andl
reflects the key role*25 the United States plays in the
defense of NATO’s southern flank. At the same time It Is
important to understand that, during the interim years from
1947 to the present, Unlited States relations with both
countries have undergone perlods of stress and disagreement.

The |ssues that have consistently been a source of this

25"NATO’s Southern Reglon," p. 1.
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stress and that have grown In Importance during recent years
are United States military assistance granted to each
country and United States in-country basing rights. Before
addressing Greek and Turkish relatlions with the United
States In those termﬁ, a study of the two current policies
that control and govern Unlted States mlilltary ald to our
southern reglion allles is necessary. Nelther system
described controls Economic Support Funds (ESF), which the
Unlted States gives to Turkey but no longer grants to Greece
(stopped In 1976).

The first policy, the Seven to Ten Ratlio (7:10), Is
more a method of practice and a tradition, than an approved
United States pollicy governing the granting of military ald
to elther Greece or Turkey. This system of using the ratlo
7:10, for supplying United States mllltéry assistance to
Greece and Turkey respectively, was developed and adopted by
the United States Congress in 1980. The purpose of this
system was to insure that the principles contained In Sectlon
620C (enacted iIn 1978) of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961,
were followed. This sectlon specifically applied to Greece
and Turkey, ar~ stated that:

...the Unlted States will furnish
securlity assistance for Greece and Turkey
only when furnishing that asslstance is
intended solely for defensive purposes...and
shall be designed to ensure that the present
balance of military strength among countries
in the region, including Greece and Turkey,
is preserved. Nothing in this paragraph
shall be construed to prohibit the transfer

of defense articles to Greece or Turkey for
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legltlimate self-defense or to enable Greece
or Turkey to fulflll thelr NATO
obligations.26
Using this 7:10 ratio concept, Congress has
determined the level of United States milltary ald for Greece
and Turkey for the past eight years. Because this system
provides a predictable balance in United States aid, Greece
demands no less than the 7:10 ratio from the United States,
in an effort to promote stabllity between ltself and Turkey
and to assure that the regional balance of power will not
shlft In Turkey’s favor. Turkey, on the other hand would
prefer that no ald ratio existed to restrict iIts receliving of
United. States milltary ald. A= a formula for determining aid
levels, the ratio system serves a purpose, but it does this
at a sizable cost to both Unlted States forelgn pollcy
efforts and to Turkey. Several examples of how the ratlo
adversely impacts on the Unlted States are:
-- 1t offers a device to constrain
large increases iIn military ald to Turkey by
obligating increases for Greece as well...
-~ the ratio per se does not serve
Congress‘’s stated goal of preserving a
balance in military terms because there are
many other factors beyond U.S. control In
determining the mllltary balance between
Greece and Turkey:
-~ jt |s a mechanistic and Inflexible
way to deal with the subtle and changling
diplomatic needs in the region...

-~ |t sets a bad precedent for general
U.S. aid programs and potentially Involves

26Ellen Lalpson, "The Seven-Ten Ratlio In Military Aid to
Greece and Turkey: A Congressional Tradition," Congressional

Research Service, (Aprlil 1985), pp. 2-3.
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the United States iIn bllateral problems it
does not want to become entangled {n.27

The aforementioned recent Greek effor“s have bedl to
insure the continued used of the 7:10 ratlo in future
assessments of United States milltary ald. Greece considers
Sectlon 620C of the Foreign Assistance Act to be the
substantlation and flnal approval for the 1980 congressional
practice of providing ald to Greece and Turkey on a 7:10
ratlio. Although the Carter and Reagan administrations did
not recognize any formalization of the 7:10-ratlo. they did
recognlze that some sort of balance must be malntalned
between the two countrles to keep stabllity In the region;
therefore, the use of the 7:10 ratlo contlnues today.

The second policy used by the United States to
control mllltary assistance to Greece and Turkey was the
Southern Region Amendment to the United States Forelgn
Assistance Act; approved in 1987, this "amendment authorlized
the free transfer of excess Amerlican defense equipment and
weapons systems to the Socuthern Region NATO states."28 This
amendment was limited by the 7:10 aid ratio, and it required
the Department of Defense to monitor the equipment value
estimates to insure complilance with the 7:10 ratlo pollcy.

In summary, It s these two pollcles, the 7:10 ratio

and the Southern Region Amendment, that the United States

27]bid., pp. 10-11.
28"NATO’s Southern Region,* p. 19.
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uses to develop and provide military asslistance packages to
Greece and Turkey. It ls this issue of milltary ald and its
influence on ln-country basing rights that currently
monopollzes United States relations with both Greece and
Turkey.

The Unlted States |s currently negotiating a new
Agreement on Defense and Economlc Cooperatlion (DECA> wlth
Greece. The previous DECA, the first between the United
States and Greece, was signed In Athens In September 1983 and
went Into effect on December 20, 1983.

Under the terms of the 1983 DECA, the
United States s authorlzed by Greece to
maintain and operate military and supporting
facilitles within Greece and to engage in
missions and actlivities at these

installations for defense purposes....29
In accordance with Article XII of the 1983 DECA, Greece
notlfled the Unlted States {n early 1988 that the agreement
would expire on December 20, 1988. This meant that either a
new DECA would have to be negotiated and approved, or the
United States would be given 17 months from the DECA
termination date (December 20, 1988) to completely remove all
United States personnel, equipment, and property from Greece.
The December 1988 deadline passed and negotiations over a new

DECA contnued. Thé lack of approval for a new DECA prior to

the termination of the 1983 agreement was credited to

29United States Congress, House, Forelgn Affairs, U.S.
Military Installations, p. 36.
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upcom!ing Greek general electleons. Electlons In Greece had
been scheduled for June 1989, and it was felt that |f Prime
Minister Papandreou signed a new defense agreement with the
United States Just prior to the June elections, that he would
lose the support of his Pan Hellenic Sociallst Party (PASOK>
and would lose the electlon. The platform supported by PASOK
and Prime Minister Papandreou in October 1981, when he was
first elected, was to eliminate Greece’s participation in
NATO and secondly to throw the Unlited States mlllitary out of
Greece. In recent years, Prime Minister Papandreou has
embraced a more moderate approach towards the United States
and NATO. In order to save face and votes in the June 1989
electlons and malntaln Greece’s ties with the Unlted States
and NATO, Prime Minister Papandreou prolonged the DECA
negotiations so that no new DECA approval would take place
before June 1989.

As was the case with the 1983 DECA, Greece continued
to tie the issue of United States milltary assistance for
themselves to the granting of basing rights for Unlited
States forces In Greece. Although Richard Perle testifled
“that U.S. faclilitles In Greece could be replicated elsewhere
and that actlvities assoclated with those facllities could be

carrled out from other locations,"30 the United States still

30Bruce R. Kunlholm, "Rhetoric and Reality in the Aegean:
United States Policy Options Toward Greece and Turkey," SAIS
Revjew, (Winter/Spring 1986), p. 151.
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needed Greece’s geographlical locatlon to accompllsh crltical
military contingency missions. Key contingencles that would
require the use of bases and facllltles In Greece by Unlted
States military forces include: In case of full scalie or
global war with the Soviet Unlon; to defend against a direct
attack in the region; to use as strong points in the event
that the Soviet Unlon attacks in the central or northern
reglons; and flnally, as a forward staglng base for
operations to be conducted in the region. This list of
possible contingencies ls by no means exhausted, it (s simply
Intended to polnt out why the United States milltary needs
facllitles In Greece.

The primary United States milltary facllitles In
Greece help to guard the Aegean approaches to the
Med| terranean; provide communication assets that link United
States focces with NATO forces; provide supply depots and
staging centers for naval and alr forces; and finally,
provide survelllance and monitoring of the Soviet Unlon’s
Eastern Mediterranean actlivitlies.31 As stated earller,
Greece also maintains nine NATO Alr Defense Ground
Environment (NADGE) statlons, spread throughout Greece, that
provide NATO early warning Information.

The most important United States military

installation In Greece is the United States Sixth Fleet

31United States Congress, House, Foreign Affalrs, U.S.
Military Installations, p. 34.
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anchorage located at Souda Bay on the northwest coast of
Crete. Other than the Unlted States Navy facilitlies in
Naples, Italy, Greece provides the only other forward support
facilitles available to maintain United States naval power in
the reglon. Thls facllity stores petroleum, oll, lubrlicants
(POL>, and ammunition for the Sixth Fleet. The Souda Bay
complex also maintains an airflield capable of supporting
United States Alir Force C-141 and C-S5A alrcraft. Also
located on the northern coast of Crete |s the electronic
surveillance facility at Iraklion Air Station that monitors
Soviet actlivity in the Eastern Mediterranean.

Two other vital United States facllities in CGreece
are the Nea Makri Communlicatlons Station located northeast of
Athens and Hellenikon Alr B&se in Athens. Nea Makri s part
of the global United States Defense Communications System
(DCS>, and |t provides critical communications relay support
for both the Sixth Fleet and other Unlted States forces. The
other major installation, Hellenikon Air Base, functions as
both an alr transport center and as base for electronic
reconnaigssance alrcraft. During the recent DECA negotiations
(September 1988>, Greece Informed the United States that
Hellenikon Air Base will be closed at the end of the 17 month
DECA clearance period and will not be re-opened.

In summary, relations between Greece and the United
States are undergolng a period of stress, directly related to

the current DECA negotiations. However, both the United
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States and Greece, placing rhetoric aside, are of increasing
importance to each other. Current efforts by Prime Minister
Papandreou to strengthen Greece’s economy require a strong,
continued United States presence and relationship to succeed.
with the amount of milltary assistance that Greece recelves
from the Unlted States (fourth highest of all! Unlted States
milltary assistance programs), Prime Minlster Papandreou
cannot afford militarily or economically to disrupt relations
with the Unlted States.

Turkish-Unlted States relatlons, llke Greek-Unlited
States relations, have undergone perlods of lntense strain
during the past 15 years. Up until the Turkish invasion of
Cyprus In 1974, Unlted States deallngs wlth Turkey had been
characterized as very poslitive and beneficlal for both
countries. However, on December 18, 1974, the Preslident of
the United States, In an effort to diffuse the Cyprus [ssue
and coerce Turkey lnto withdrawing its military forces from
the island, signed into law an embargo against Turkey which
suspended all United States military ald effectlve February
1975. On July 25, 1975, In response to the Unlted States
arms embargo, Turkey suspended all United States mllitary
activities in Turkey except those exclusively serving NATO
requlirements. Unlted States personnel and equipment were

allowed to remain In-country but were placed In a
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"“provisional status.'32 Durlng the ensulng years from 1975
to 1978, Turkey pursued and established closer tles with the
Sovliet Union.

With the lessening of tenslons over Turkey’s
occupatlion of Northern Cyprus, the Unlted States llfted the
arms embargo. 3Although certain restrictions were lifted on
earller dates (Foreign Mlllitary Sales [FMS] credit and cash
sale restrictions were lifted on August 4, 1977>, flnal ald
restrictions were released by Congress on March 21, 1978.
The embargo’s impact on United States-Turkish relatlions has
lead to an erosion of trust and confidence in the United
States by the Turkish population. Another important result
of the embargo was that for a perlod of four yvears Turkey’s
supply of mliltary ald and equipment stopped, halting the
milltary’s modernization efforts.

Recently, in an effort to enhance its economy and
become less ‘.ependent on Unlted States and other external
military ald, Turkey began lmproving lts defense industrlal
gsector.

In an attempt to break free from
dependency on foreign securlty assistance the
Turklsh Defense Industry Development and

Support Administration (DIDA) was established
in November 1985. It aims to coordinate

32Richard C. Campany Jr., Turkev and the Unjted States,

The Arms Embargo Period (New York: Praeger Publishers,
1986), p. S6.
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domestic private sector investment wlth-
foreign technology and capital.33

In addition to establishing the DIDA in 1985, Turkey ailso
created the Defense Industrial Support Fund. This new
defense fund was designed to provide funds for upgradlng
the Turkish defense industry. It |Is supported monetarily by
lncreased taxes and from budget resources in the Turkish
government. These programs have achlieved a moderate level of
success In bullding the Turklsh econcmy and ln improving
Turkish military combat readiness. The succeés of these
programs also provided Turkey with the opportunlity tc be less
dependent on foreign countries for milltary asslistance (l.e.,
less dependent on the Unlted States).

Unlike the problems encountered negotiating the new
DECA agreement between Greece and the United States, Turkey’s
latest filve year DECA was approved In early 1988. However,
as was the case with the Greek-United States DECA
negotlatlions, Turkey tried to establish a 1ink between the
level of Unlted States ald and the granting of basing rights
in-country. Even though the United States continues its
practice of not recognlzing any formal relationship between
the two, Turkey remains the third largest reclplent of

milltary assistance from the Unlteq States.34 In return,

33Bruce George and Mark Stenhouse, "Turkey Comes to Terms
With Its Vulnerabllity," Jane’sg Defence Weekly, <2 July
1988), p. 1378.

34"NATO’s Southern Region," p. 3.
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the 1988 DECA states that Turkey will provide the United
States wlth lnstallatlons and facllltles In-country, which
the United States ultimately uses to gather an estimated 25
percent of NATO’s hard intelllgence, much of which cannot be
obtalned from any other sources.35
In-country basling rlights remaln a top prlorlity In
United States relations with Turkey:
Former NATO Supreme Commander, General

Lyman Lemnitzer said there is no area in the

world comparable to Turkey as a vital base of

intellligence gatherling operatlons against the

Warsaw Pact.36
The primary United States military facllities In Turkey:
collect electronic and other types of Intelllgence from
within the Soviet Unlon, around the Eastern Mediterranean and
in the Middle East; - monltor Soviet space and missile systems
development; and monitor nuclear actlvities and tests in the
Soviet Union from a selsmographlc detectlon faclllty In
central Turkey. As stated earllier, Turkey also maintains 16
NADGE stations, spread throughout Turkey, that provide early
warning information for NATO.

The two most important Unlited States facllltles In
Turkey are the intelligence sites located at Sinop and

Diyarbakir. Sinop is located In north-central! Turkey along

the Black Sea coast and s operated by the Unlted States

35Kuniholm, p. 147.
36Campany Jr., p. 57.
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Natlonal Security Agency (NSA>. The Slnop faclllity monltors
Soviet communications, radar emissions, and misslle testing
activities in the Black Sea region. In southeastern Turkey,
the Dlyarbaklr Alr Station monltors Soviet missile tests and
other Soviet milltary activities. Also of vital importance
ls the Incirlik Alr Base, which plays host to Unlted States
Alr Force fighter planes rotating from Italy and Spain. Thils
ls of speclal note because these planes "are tne most forward
deployed land-based U.S. tactlical combat aircraft In the
Eastern Mediterranean."37 1In addition to these critical
United States faclllitles, numerous other logistical and
comnunication installations are located throughout Turkey.

In summary, both Greece and Turkey are
geographically, millitarily, and econamically important, not
only to the Unlted States and NATO but increasingly to the
Soviet Unlon as well. The region’s vulnerablllty, prlmarily
due to the bllateral dispute between Greece and Turkey, s a
problem that requires an immedlate solutlon. The future
outlook for the entire region includes a strong United States
presence and close military ties to both Greece and Turkey.
Relatlions petween Turkey and the Unlted States are on the
up-swing. Tles contlinue to grow stronger between these two
allles, particularly since the 1988 DECA wés approved.

Greek-Unlted States relations remain stressed however,

37United States Congress, House, Foreign Affairs, U.S.
Milltary Istallatlions, p. 49.
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primarily due to problems encountered in the current DECA
negotlations and the perception by the Unlted States that
anti-American sentiment ls Increasing in Greece.

With the background provided thus far, it ls now
necessary to study the model peace plan posed by the thesis
problem statement in Chapter One. The stage Is now set for

Chapter Four’s study of the Camp David Peace Accords.
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CHAPTER 4
THE CAMP DAVID PEACE ACCORDS

THE NEED FOR PEACE

The hlistory of the Egyptlan-Israeii conflict is very
similar to the ongoing Greece-Turkey dispute iIn the sense
that Its history pre-dates the imposed time limitations
of thls study. The roots of this confllct can be traced back
in time over 2,000 years, according to some scholars.
However, it is unnecessary for the purpose of this thesis to
examine the entire history of the conflict. Therefore, the
study of the problems leading up to fhe'need for peace
between Egypt and Israel will begin with the early 1940s,
Just prior to the creatloﬁ of the modern state of Israel,

Before examiningAthe specific incidents and disputes
that led up to the need for and execution of the Camp David
Peace Accords (Accords), it is Important to understand
several key points. First s the use of the phrase
“Arab-Israel{." Today, to many pollitical sclientists and
scholars, the reference to Arab in this phrase often refers
not only to the country of Egypt, but to several of lts
neighbors as well. This ~ould include the nations of Iraq,
Jordan, Lebanon, Saudi Arabla and Syria, as well as others
(some will even include the Palestinians). These countries

are called Arab because they "share a common culture and
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speak Arablic as the primary language."!f In the context of
the Camp David Peace Accords and the purposes of thls study,
any reference to the phrase Arab-Israel{ will describe
Egypt exclusively.

The second Important polint, as the following history
will clarify, ls that the Arab-Israell confllct evolved
through several dlifferent types or forms of confllct prior
to the signing of the Accords. To make the hlstory of the
Arab-Israeli conflict easier to understand, the following
review will provide the reader with a general background of
the evolutlion of the confllict from its origin in the 1930s
up to the Camp David Summlt ln 1978,

There were three dlfferent types of Arab-Israell
conflicts identifiable. They were Intercommunal conflict,
interstate conflict and compound conflict. Initlially the
dispute could have been labeled as an Intercommunal confllct
exclusively. The definition for this type of dispute is that

contendling communities engage in
disputes within a formal centralized order
where the authorlity and legltimacy of communal
institutions surpasses that of the central

government .2

Examples of iIntercommunal confllicts include riots,

1David R. Tarr and Bryan R. Daves, ed., The Middle East,
Sixth Edition (Washington D.C.: Congressional Quarterly,
Inc., 1986), p. 9.

2Paul Marantz and Blema S. Stelnberg, ed., Subperpower
v *

(Boulder, Colorado: Westview Press, Inc., 1985), p. 266.
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demonstrations and terrorlism. In 1ts Infancy (prlor to the
declaration of independence for the Jewish State of Israel),
the Arab-Israell confllict centered around intercommunal
disputes between the Jewish Palestinlans and the Arab
Palestinians.
(Tlhe establishment of the Jewish state

[of Israel] transformed the conflict between

Jews and Arab Palestinians into an interstate

confllct between Israel and the Arab states.3
Unlike the intercommunal conflict, which was prlmarily
restricted to the Palestinlan comunities, this [nterstate
conflict invelved soverelgn nations crosaing international
boundaries and fightlng a limlted war against Israel. The
interstate confllict also lncluded.the development of
Insurgencles orientated agalinst the Jewlsh Palestinlans. The
flﬁal evolutionary step, the compound conflict, came after
the 1967 Arab-Israell War.

The re-emergence of the Arab

Palestinlans as a community In the late 1960=

and [earlyl]l 1970s agalin restructured the

dispute along communal lines. At the same

time, the reappearance of lntercommunal

conflict did not eliminate the Interstate

conflict.4
In the compound confllct; all types of actlions took place,
from mlnor street violence, to attacks by organlzed

Insurgents, ultimately escalating to national war. It was

3lbld,, pp. 266-267.
4lbid., p. 267.
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thls state of conflict that characterlzed the Arab-Israell
situatlon from 1967 to 1978 when the Accords were signed.
The evolutlonary pattern establlshed as an overview
of the type and kind of confllcts and the formation thereof
leads to a study of the problems beginning In 1978. Durlng
the period 1930 up until 1948, the area currently known as
Israel was referred to as Palestine. In 1920 the League of
Nations mandated that the area of Palestline, an area that was
weat of the Jordan River, would be supervised by Great
Britaln., Palestine became the British Mandate of Palestine.
During the Brltlsh Manc... : perlod, which lasted for
25 years, a fight between the Arab and Jewlish Palestinlans
broke ocut and developed into what has become known as the
Arab-Iscaell conflict. The dispute centered on the |ssue
of the Increasing Jewish immigration into Palestine with
thelr intent of establishing a separate Jewish State. The
Arab Palestinlans were unable successfully to counter the
Jewlsh Immigration, whlch accounted for a growing Jewish
presence [(n Palestline, . presence that as previously stated
sought its own independent homeland. The Arab Palestinians
were unable to organize an effective counter largely because
of Internal clan rivairies among the larger more powerful
Arab famlilles. The continued growth of the Jewish community
in Palestine soon led to a state of intercommunal confllict

between the Jewish and Arab Palestinlans.
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In 1937, wlth tenslons rlsing, the larger Arab
communlty began to exert Intense pressure on the British
government In an effort to curb Jewish !mmigration and to
demonstrate their strong desire to have the Brltish presence
dissolved in Palestine. Arab objections took place
throughout Palestine, not only In the form of demonstrations
and protests, but In armed assaults as well. In 1937
responding to the wldespread violence, the Brltish created
the Royal Commission of Inquiry, also known as the Peel
Commission. The purpose of the Commission was to lnvestigate
the hostlle and acrimonious stance the Arab Palestinlans had
taken toward the Jewish Palestinlans and the Brlitish
themselves.

It was in this Commission’s findings that is found
the foundation for the creatlion of the State of Israel as
well as the rudimentary cause of the Arab-Israelil conflict.
The findings concluded that the Britlish Mandate was doomed to
fallure because of the schism growing between the Arab and
Jewish Palestinians. The Commissicon made the recommendation
that the Mandate be divided into two separate natlons, one
Arab and one Jewish. The Jewish community welcomed the
recommendation. The Arabs dld not accept this flnding,
malntalning that all Palestlﬁe was Arab and that it should
not be divlded. The Britlish were unable to bring about an
end to the civil unrest and violence In Palestlne untl] 1939.

To appease the Arab Palestini{ans, the British enacted a new
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immligration policy which became known as the White Paper of
1939. This new policy restricted Jewish Immigration into
Palestine and remained in effect throughout Worlid War II.
The document required
that Jewlsh immigratlion be curtailed,
l1imiting it to 15,000 for 5 years, and none
after that unless the Arabs accepted the
Immigrants. Then, after 10 years, an
Independent Palestinian state would be created
wlth a guaranteed Arab majority. The Whilte
Paper also restricted Jews’ purchase of land.S
Although thls new policy significantly reduced the influx of
Jews into Palestine, the Jewlsh Palestinians openly increased
thelr opposition to the British Mandate by smuggling European
Jews iInto Palestine throughout World War II and the period
following the war’s end. The White Paper’s impact on Jewish
immigration during the war years reduced lmmlgratlons by
approximately 70,000 compared to the same time period prior
to World War 1I1.6
Within two yvears after the end of World War II, wlith
oppositlion between the Arab and Jewlish Palestinians on the
rise, the British government made the decision to end the
Mandate and to turn the Palestinlan Issue over to the United
Nations for resolution. The United Nations promptly created

the United Nations Special Commission on Palestine (UNSCOP)

to address the slituatlon. In August 1947, the majorlity of

STarr, p. 8.
6lbid., p. 21.
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the 11 member UNSCOP, recommended to the Unlted Natlons
General Assembly
that Palestine be divided into two

states, one Arab the other Jewlish, that they be

Jolned in an economic federation, and the city

of Jerusalem be adminlistered under U.N.

auspices.?
The plan aiso set aslide speclfic land areas for the two new
states to occupy, lncludling the Gaza Strlp (northeast of the
Sinal Desert along the Mediterranean Sea) and the West Bank
(area west of the Jordan River, (ncluding what !s
traditionally and historically considered Palestine, to
Iinclude Jerusalem>. As In 1937 with the Britlish Peel
Commission’s recommendations, the Jewish community agreed to
the proposal while the Arab community dissented.

The United Nations accepted the Commisslon’s
recommendation to partition Palestine with a formal vote of
the General Assembly on 29 November 1947, believing that
this actlon would resclve the Palestinian problem.
Accompanying the vote, the Brlitish announced that the British
Mandate of Palestine would expire on 14 May 1948, thus
establishing a setting for the creatlion of two separate
Palestinian states, one Jewish, one Arab.

Immediately following the United Nations vote, civili

war broke out between the two factions of Palestinians. This

violence was Inltiated by the Arab Palestinlans who dlid not

7Ibldo’ po 9.
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want to see Palestine divided. The Arab Palestinlans felt
that the U.N. had disregarded the

rights of the Arab majorlity ln Palestine by

giving to the Palestinlan Jews, then

representing one third of the total poputatlon,

more terrltory and resources than those

allotted to the Arab state and by relegating

well over 400,000 Arabs to minority status in

the Jewish state.8

After inftial successes, the Arab Palestinians became
the targets of pre-emptlve attacks by Jewish Palestinlans.
The Jewish attacks were very successful In galning control
of the areas that the Unlted Natlons had promlsed to them.
On 14 May 1948, as Britain relinquished its Mandate, Jewish
Palestlnlans declared the creation and independence of the
nation of Israel. It was only moments after thls declaration
that the Unlited States "became the first country to formally
recognize the Jewish state. The Soviet Unlon £fol]lowed
quickiy. Thus the stage was set for decades of superpower
competition."9
Up to this polnt, the confllict had been fought

between Arab and Jewlsh Palestlinlans. However, wlth the
dgclaratlon of the creation of an lndependent State of
Israel, the lntercommunal confllict immedliately grew into an

Interstate conflict, a war between nations. The day

followlng the declaration, 15 May 1948, the armies of Egypt,

8Malcoim H. Xerr, ed., ve ce In the Middl
East (New York: State University of New York Press, 1975),
p. 22.

9Tarr, p. 37.
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Syrla, Jordan, Iraq and Lebanon, all members of the Arab
League, invaded Palestine. The goal of the aArab League was
much the same as that of the Arab Palestinlans: prevent the
partitioning of Palestine. Although Israel was much smaller
than the invaders it faced, It was able to defeat the Arabs
In the War of 1948. The end of this campalgn came on

7 January 1949, wlth Egypt signing an armlistlce agreement
with Israel.

This Iscaell victory was primarily due to the lack of
unity of effort demonstrated and the combat inexperlience of
soldiers deployed by the Arab League. Unllilke Israel which
had one ultimate aim, the survival of Israel, the lndividual
members of the Arab League In many ways fueled by thelr own
interstate rivalries and objectlves, were unable to malintaln
a cohesive torce. Natlional Interests took r.lority over
the common goal of defeatling Israel. As the Qar progressed,
Arab interest waned and concerns grew that nelghboring Arab
countries might gain undue advantages. From the military
perspective, the Arab forces deployed armies that were vastly
better equipped and manned than the Israell’s army; however,
they were seriously deficlent In combat experience. Only a
small British led Jordanian Arab Leglon had any World War II
experience. On the other hand, the Israell millitary hac
approximately 26,000 Palestinlan Jews who had served In

Burope durlng World War II with the Americans and Britlish
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galning valuable combat experlience.i0 Another situation that

further exacerbated the Arab problem was the time and
distance factors affecting Arab liaison.

This lack of a unifled, well tralned Arab effort
allowed the Israells to shift forces quickly to defeat the
Arab attacks. Ultimately Israel was able to expand its land
holdlings beyond the Unlted Natlions’ partition plan
boundaries, In the process selzing Arab Palestlinlan land.
Only two reglons remained under Arab control following the
war. The West Bank came under the control of, and was later
annexed by, King Abdullah of Jordan. The other territory,
the Gaza Strlip, came Jnder the control of King Farouk of
Egypt. The blig losers of the 1948 War were the Palestinlan
Arabs who "not only lost the war but also disappeared
entirely as a political entity.... In addition, many
Palestinlan Arabs were made refugees as a resuit of the
war."11 Following the war, nearly one milllon Arab
Palestinlan refugees had fled seeking temporary shelter In
either Lebanon, Jordan, Syria or the Gaza Strip (administered
by Egypt). The anger, hatred and blitterness of these

displaced persons towards the Israells with time spread a

1QRobert 0. Freedman, ed., World Politlics and the
Acab-Israell Conflict (New York: Pergamon Press, 1979),
p. 21.

11Preedman, World Polltlics, p. 29.
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negative Influence throughout the reglon and thus fanned the
flames of the Arab-Israel!l conflict.12

A second signlflcant result of the 1948 War was the
reaction of the Arab community at large. The overwhelming
defeat constituted a loss of honor and prlde resulting In a
lack of self-confidence. These Arab feelings manifested
themselves in a deslire for revenge and the growth of Arab
natlionalism.

Following the 1948 War, the Arabs continued their
efforts to destroy Israel. The Arab League Implemented a
boycott against Israel and blockaded Israell access to the
Suez Canal and access through the Gulf of Agaba in the
northern Red Sea. The United Nations Security Counci!
qulckly responded to the Egyptlan blockade of the Suez Canal
by declaring the action lllegal and ordering the canal
re-opened to Israell shipplng traffic lmmediately. Egypt
refused while continuing lts boycott of Israell products. It
was also at thls time that Egypt began tralinlng Arab
Palestinlans In the Gaza Strip. Intentions were to provide
an effectlve force to rald Israel.

The year 1956 brought with It an effort to break
Egypt’s natlonallzatlon of what had been the Brltlish run Suez
Canal. Israel allied ltself with Britain and France in an

operation almed at re- opening the canal. Britaln and France

12Kecr, p. 24.
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malntalned an lpterest because they owned the malJority of
stock in the Suez Canal Company, the organ!zation that ran
the canal. The plan called for & comblned, offensive,
milltary operatlion against Egypt. The focus of the operatlion
was ihe exertlon of enough pressure on Egypt to end the
Egyptlan enforced blockade. *On October 29, Israel...
invaded the Slnal Peninsula, ostensibly to discourage, If not
end, Arab snlping and ralds along the Gaza border."13 Two
days later the British and French struck Egyptian military
targets with alr strlkes which resulted in Egypt sinkling
ships In the Suez Canal to block it. Because of the outcries
from the United Natlons, the hostillties halted quickly and
withdrawal of all British, French, and Israell troops from
Egyptlaﬁ territory resulted by March of 1957. .

Also in March 1957, In response to the conflict, the
Unlted Nations created the United Natl!ons Emergency Force
CUNEF>. The UNEF was created and deployed at Egyptlan-
Israell borders along the Gaza Strlp and along the Sinal to
keep future hostllites from erupting. One key factor in
their deployment, however, was that - -orces were to be
statloned on Egyptaln soll because of the Israell refusal to

allow the force on lts territory. This statlonling had

13John H. Davis, The Evasive Peace: A Study of the

2ionist-Arab Probitem (London: Cox & Wyman Ltd., 1968),
p. 46.
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far-reachlng lmpact, because in 1967 the Egyptlans
unilaterally demanded that the UNEF be removed.

| The period 1956-1967, later fermed the Interwar
Years, was characterized by a growing arms race between Egypt
and Israel as well as 2 period of relative calm along the
borders (because of the UNEF presence). This calm was broken
In 1965-1966 by lncreased friction and attacks agalnst
Israel by a Palestinian Arab group known as the Palestl!ne

Llberation Organlzation (PLO>. This time frame was followed
by a period of Increased incldents between Israel and its

surroundlng Arab nelghbors. The tenslon mounted whlle the
Egyptians continued the blockade of Israel!l shippling in the
Gulf of Aqaba. It took littlie time for the confusion to
"develop Into the 1967 War. -

The 1967 War began shortly after President Gamal
Abde] Nasser, the leader of Egypt, believing that the
Israells were preparling to attack Egypt, placed Egyptlian
military forces in the Sinal Desert on alert. Thls was
followed by Egypt asking the United Natlons to remove the
UNEF from its positions in the Sinal Peninsula and the Gaza
Strip. The basis for these decisions by President Nasser
was intelligence provided Egypt by the Soviet Union. As of
19 May 1967, the UNEF had completed its mission and was no
longer an active peacekeeping force separating the Egyptlans
and Israells. Thls force had been in place ln response to

Israel| requests to stop Arab ralds from the Gaza Strip into
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Israel, and In response to the tenslions created by the
Egyptlan blockade In the Gulf of Agaba, and the
nationalization of the Suez Canal. In addition to taking
those actlions, the Egyptlans signed a Joint defense agreement
with Jordan, which resulted In troop movements between. these
two countrles and along thelr borders. Once agaln the basls
for these decisions by President Nasser was [ntelligence
provided Egypt by the Sovliets, claliming indications of a
forthcoming Israell attack on Egypt. Unfortunately for
Egypt, the Sovlet lnfelllgence concerning an Israell bulld-up
was wrong. On the other side, Israell intelligence cbserved
the Arab troop bulld-ups takling place In Egypt, Jordan and
Syrla, and noted too the removal by Egyptlan request, of the
UNEF. Fearing a combined attack from these Arab countrles,
Israel made the decision to conduct pre-emptive strikes
against the Arabs on S5 June 1967.

The 1967 War lasted for six days and resulted in a
defeat of the Arab countries, much llke the 1948 War for
Israel! Independence and for many of the same reasons. The
key to victory was once again a uniflied resolve by Isrzel
against the individualistic Arab nations. "On 10 June 1967,
the day the cease-fire took effect, Israel held three times
as much territory as it had six days earlier."14 The defeat

of Egypt, to lnclude the loss of both the Sinal and the Gaza

14Kerr, p. 138.
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Strlp humillated the Egyptlans. To the north, Syria lost
land as well. The Israelis captured the Golan Helghts In
response to the contlnued use of that area by the Syrlans as
a base to stage attacks into Israel’s northeastern
settlements. Jordan also lost, as Israel took control of the
West Bank. Arab pride had been insulted for the second tlme
as thelr comblned forces fell iIn defeat. A high polint for
the Israelis was the unification of Jerusalem, which occurred
with Israel’s selzure of the West Bank. Another important
agpect of the Six Day War was the origin of an all-out
arms race between Egypt and Israel, accompanied and supported
by a superpower rlvalry between the Unlted States and the
Soviet Unilon. The Arab states became closely allgned
with the Soviet Unlon while Israel drew closer ties to the
Unlted States. Each superpower began supplying lts protege
with arms and ald.

An uneasy state of peace followed the 1967 War, and
It lasted only a short time before hostilities exploded on
the scene again between Israel and Egypt. In 1969 the two
countrles engaged in sporadic flghting along the Suez Canal.
These skirmishes continued and developed into an Egyptlan war
of attritlon against Israel that lasted untll 1973. The war
of attrition "attempted to wear down the Israelis and bring

about [(Israeil] terrlitorial withdrawals*15S from the Suez

1STarr, p. 45.
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region. Anwar Sadat assumed the presidency of Egypt on

36 September 1979 at the death of President Nasser. He
found the war of attritlon floundering and was forced to
prepare Egypt for another full scale war with Israel, this
time on Egyptian terms.

President Sadat Initlated and solidified an Arab
coalltlon prepared to go to war agalnst Israel. Israel, on
the other hand, falled to "appreciate the Arab need --
especlally Egypt’s -- to restore thelr honor lost on the
battlefleld*16 in 1967 and did not prepare for the upcoming
war. Some scholars submlt that Israell Intelllgence knew of
the Arab bulld-up and intentlionally took no pre-emptive
actlion as had been their practice earller.'because of fears
that the reaction, by the United States and other western
countrlies would be to condemn yet another Israell “flrst
strike." |

On 6 October 1973, Egypt and Syrla attacked Israel.
President Hafez al Assad of Syria worked with President Sadat
in planning the attack and readily committed Syrla‘s milltary
force to the battle. King Hussein of Jordan declined to
assist In the planning of the attack and also refused to
allow Jordanian military forces to attack Israel. What King
Hussein did do, however, was to bulld-up his mllitary forces

along the border iIn an effort to decelve the Israells into

i6Kerr, p. 145.
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believing Jordan/’s milltary would have a role In the attack.

President Sadat’s oblJective was to "keep Israel focused on
three fronts and unable to switch attention from one front to
another, as |t had done in defeating the Arabs in 1948 and
1967."17
Initial Egyptian efforts into Israell-occupled
territory were successful! as the unprepared Israell forces
were pushed east. flve Egyptlan divisions crossed the Suez
Canal before Israel was able to counterattack and break
through the Egyptian lines. The Israell forces were able to
penetrate beyond the Suez Canal‘’s west bank be .ore haltlng on
Egyptian soll. On the Syrian front, Israel pushed Syrian
forces back to wlthlh 20 kllcmetefs (km) of Syrla‘’s capital
clty of Damascus. Both Jordap and Iraq haq come to Syrla’s
ald In the last days of fighting to stay the Israell
retaliation. This effort falled. The United Nations qulickly
drafted Resolutlon 338, which was able to establlish a
cease-fire ending the October 1973 War. The war had,
however,
brought home the realization of the
urgency of flnding a comprehensive solution to-
the Arab-Israell conflict which had, overnight,

become a threat to the economy as well as the
security of the worlid.i8

i7Tarr, p. 13.

18Mohamed Ibrahim Kamel, The Camp David Accords: A
Teatimony (London: KPI Limited, 1986>, p. 10.
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Soon after the end of the war, United States-Egyptlan
relatlions were revived. The relationship had been terminated
after the 1967 War by Presldent Nasser in protest to the
role that the Unlited States played In re-supplying Israel
durlng the war. The renewed relatlonshlp soon became the
fodder for Secretary of State Henry A. Klssinger’s shuttle
diplomacy efforts. As President Richard M. Nixon‘’s peace
envoy, Secretary Kissinger traveled between Egypt and Israel,
trylng to bring a lasting peace to the two combatants.

The flrst result of this was the

disengagement agreement between Egypt and

Israel, which President Sadat concluded without

consulting with the other Arab nations, or even

with Syria, Egypt’s ally and partner in the

1973 War.19 .
The second signlflicant event was a visit by President Nixon
to Egypt, accompanled by the resumptlon of Unlted States ald
to the country.

The period between 1974 and {978 was characterized by
a world movement to bring peace to the Middle East. This
included the publicatlion of a Jolnt communique by the United
States and “he Soviet Unlon on 1 October 1977. The
commun | que

called for a comprehensive settlement
of the Arab-Israell confllct by resolving such

key lssues as the wilthdrawal of Israell Armed
Forces from territories occupied !In the 1967

19lbld., p. 11.

83




confllict; [andl the resolution of the
Palestinlan question.20

The Jolnt superpower effort met with iimlted results as both
Egypt and Israel battled growing domestic problems. During
this final year before Camp David, President Sadat’s
popularity decllined. It was felt he needed to make "progress
in three areas: economic Improvements, upgradling of the
milltary, and progress towards a Middle East peace
settlement"21 to continue his presidency. Egypt’s severe
economic problems included high inflation, high population
growth, debt payment difficultles, large external debt
incurrence and high subsidies on domestic basic goods.22 At
this time Israel was also experliencing economic problems,
primarlily credited to thelr tremendous amount of defense
expenditures. Both countrlies had finally come to the
reailzation that in order to resolve their deteriorating
economic and domestlic pollitical problems a lasting peace
would have to be developed and implemented. The time for
President Jimmy Carter’s Camp David approach had arrir=d.

To summarize the problems dividing Egypt and .srael,

excerpts of a speech to Congress on 18 September 1978 by

20William B. Quandt, ed., 3
Camp David (Washington D.C.: The Brookings Institution,

1988), pp. 393-394.

2iUnited States Congress, House, Committee on International
Relatlons, The Mlddle East at the Crossroads, Report,
(9 November 1977), p. 20.

22]lbid., p. 23.

84




President Carter follow:

Through the long years of confllict,
four main [ssues have divided the parties. One
is the nature of peace -- whether peace will
mean simply that the guns are silenced, the
bombs stop falling...or whether it will mean
that the nations of the Middle East can deal
with each other as neighbors and equals, with
the full range of diplomatlc, cultural,
economic and human relations between them.

...The second maln issue {s providing for
the security of all the partlies involved,
including Israel, so that none of them need
fear attack or military threats from any
other.

...Third {s the questicn of an agreement on
secure and recognlzed boundaries, the end of
military occupation, and the granting of

sel f-government or return to other nations of
territories occupled by Israel during the 1967
confllct.

.+.And finally, there is the palinful human
questlon of the fate of the Palestinlians who
live or who have lived in this disputed
region.23

THE PEACE PROCESS AND FRAMEWORK

If there is a monument to the
Camp David Accords, It is surely the peace
between Egypt and Israel. With all its
imperfections, i1t has lasted for ten years.
And while It hvs >t led to a wider peace, and
it did not preveat the war In Lebanon, 1t has
ensured that no full-scale Arab-Israell
confllct could take place similar to that of
October 1973.24

23John L. Moore, ed., Presjdent Carter 1978 (Washington
D.C.: Congressional Quarteriy, Inc., 1979), p. 154A.

24Quandt, The Middle East, p. 15.
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With domestic and Internaticnal pressures for peace
“on the rise, both Egypt and Israel began to conslder peace as
a solutlon to their antagonistic relationship; but, before
the Accords can be examlned, the perliod prlor to 1978 with
Its peace efforts must be scrutinized.

The Interim years followlng the 1973 War and
preceding the 1978 Accords were character!zed by a
step-by-step peace strategy orchestrated by the United
States. Both Presidents Nixon and Ford pressed forward with
this escalating design, utllizing Secretary of State
Kissinger’s "shuttle diplomacy* to obtain results. The first
frults to be born from these efforts resulted from a meeting
of President Sadat and Secretary Kissinger. From this
meeting emerged a cease-fire agreement which Egypt and Israel
signed on 11 November 1973. This document was of special
gignificance because It was the first signed by both
countries since the Armistice in 1949 ending the Israeli War
of Independence.

Another successful round of negotiatlons soon took
place with Secretary Kissinger in the lead. Meeting in
December 1973 at the Geneva Conference on Arab-Israell Peace,
Egypt and Israel ended the conference "with an agreement to
begin talks on separating Israell and Egyptlian forces along

the Suez Canal."25 The Suez Canal Disengagement Agreement

25Tarr, p. 47.
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was signed |n January, resulting In Israell troop wilthdrawals
from both sides of the Suez Canal by 4 March 1974. What
followed thls perlod of successes was a time of turmol! and
uncertalinty In Egyptlan-Israel! negotiations. Secretary
Kissinger’s shuttle diplomacy stalled as efforts falled

to bring about a disengagement in the Sinal Desert.

Although United States-Egyptlan diplomatic relations
were fully resumed on 28 February 1974, and the Suez Canal
was re-opened In June 1975 to commerclal shlippling, the next
blg negotlation break through did not take place unti!

1 September 197S. *"[Alfter another exhaustive perlod of
Kissinger’s shuttle diplomacy, a second disengagement
agreement was signed by Israel and Egypt.*26 The Slnal II
Agreements called for the Israell wlthdrawal from Egypt’s Abu
Rudeis oll flelds and the Sinal! Desert mountaln passes (the
Giddl and the Mitla) that lay 30 - km from the Suez Canal and
that access the eastern desert to the western desert. A
major polnt of the agreement was that President Gerald Ford
agreed to station United States technicians in a Sinal buffer
zone. As a monitoring force, this was the first time

that Amerlcan soldlers were In the confllct zone.

Once again this period of accomplishment was follouwed
with a time of widening disputes over Israell wlthdrawal

lssues. Also of growing concern was Egypt’s domestic

26Freedman, World Politics, p. 101.
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economlc plcture and lts falllng Internatlonal pollitical
situation with the other Arab nations.
The leaders of Jordan, Syria, and the

Palestinians feared that a separate Egyptlan-

Israell Accord would leave the Arab side so

weak that [t could never negotiate successfully

with Israel, or mount a credible milltary

threat .27
In additlion to Egypt’s problems, Israell relations with other
Arab countrles deterlorated, adding another distractor to the
peace process.

With the election of President Carter In 1977, the
Kissinger step-by-step shuttle diplomacy was grounded
and thrown aside. President Carter, with his new Secretary
of State Cyrus Vance, proceeded with a new design for the
Arab-Israell peace negotiations. A comprehensive peace
settlement became the administration’s objective. President
Carter had recognized that the step-by-step approach, used so
successfully at times, had limitations. 1Its primary weakness
was that the system could not resolve deep rocted problems,
such as the Palestinian refugee issue.

Initial attempts under President Carter were to call
for a new Geneva Peace Conference to conclude a comprehensive
peace. Thls approach had been designed durlng the Nlxon
Administration. 1Its key elements Included that the

conference would operate under United Nations auspices and

27Willlam B. Quandt, :
(Washington D.C.: The Brooklngs Institution, 1986), p. 329.




that |t would "be headed Jjolintly by the Unlited States and the
Soviet Unlon, with particlipation by the Israells and thelr
Arab neighbors -- and the Palestinians.*28 Initially,
President Carter was able to galn agreement from Egypt and
Israel on his princlples for the new peace negotliations.
These princlples Included: the peace be a comprehensive one;
a general outline for the desired settlement be worked out in
advance; the peace procéss be kept "in the newé“ and high on
the prlority list for the Unlted States; and finally, the
Soviet Union be actlvely involved in the peace process - a
principle that was not used In the Camp David Accords but was
primarily designed to play a part In the Geneva Conference
process.

Between July and November 1977, President Carter had
meetings with Israell Prime Minlster Begln and Egyptlan
Preslident Sadat. These meetlngs were to prepare for a Geneva
Peace Conference on the Middie East. By 9 November 1977,
both Israel and Egypt had accepted President Carter’s plan to
convene the Geneva Peace Conference. Shortly thereafter,
dissatisfled with President Carter’s Geneva approach,
President Sadat on invitation from Prime Minister Begin made
his famous trip to Jerusalem to speak to the Israell Knesset
(parllament). Durlng hls 20 November 1977 speech, In

addition to calling for a comprehensive Egyptian-Israeli

28Jimmy Carter, Keeping Falth (New York: Bantam Books,
1982>, p. 279.
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peace, President Sadat recognlzed the State of Israel,
becoming the first Arab nation in Israel’s history to
recognize the Jewlsh state. President Sadat’s visit was an
immense emotional break-through for Egyptlan-Israell
relations; but, Just as lmportaﬁt, 1t stalled the Geneva
Peace Conference process. Had Preslident Carter’s Geneva
Conference taken place,
Sadat’s hands would have been tled by
the participation in the conference of the
USSR, with which he had seriously damaged his
relation, and by the active role of Syrla and
Jordan, as well as by the Influence the PLO
would have had on the conference.29
The first hurdle to peace had been cleared. Both
nations clearly understood that the other wanted to negotiate
a peace settlement. President Sadat’s actions had brought
about a new awareness and a changehln attitude of both the
Egyptians and the Israelis. In a follow-up attempt,
Preslident Sadat invited all parties to a pre-Geneva
converence In Calro. The Calro Conference took place in
mid-December 1977, attended only by the host nation, Israel,
the United States and a Unlted Nations representative.
Attempting to establish procedures for reconvening the peace
talks, the conference failed to produce any significant
results. A major fallure of the Calro Conference was that,

although sponsored by President Sadat, It was unable to draw

the other involved Arab entlities Into the peace discussions.

29Quandt, The Middle East, pp. 394-396.

90




Following the Cairo Conference, President Sadat and
Prime Miniater Begin met in Ismallia, Egypf, to exchange a
draft declaration of negotiating principles. At the end of
the two-day meeting, nelther country’s proposal had been
accepted. In an effort to maintain the momentum towards
peace, two ministerial level commlttees were establlshed to
pursue an agreement on the negotiating principles. "A
Military Committee was to discuss the problems of the Sinal,
whlile a Polltical Committee was to seek agreement on"30 the
declaration of princlples.

This was a short-lived effort as tensions and anger
grew on both sides over the disputed issues. The Pollitlcal
Committee was terminated after its first meeting because of
disagreements over new Israell settliements In the Sinal and
Arab critlcism of President Sadat. With thls January 1978
break-down in talks, Egyptlian threats of resumption of force
were met with Israell assertions that no further withdrawals
would take place and that Jewisl. scttlements in the occupled
zones would not be abandoned. The United States endeavored
to break the deadlock in negotiation with a near-continuous
series of meetings involving senior government officials of
Egypt, Israel and the United States [tself. In many ways it

appeared that Preslident Carter had turned the clock back teo

30Saadia Touval, :
Arab-Israel] Conflict, 1948-1979 (Princeton, N.J.: Princeton
University Press, 1982), p. 29S.
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Secretary Klssinger’s shuttle diplomacy when Secretary of
State Vance and Assistant Secretary of State Alfred Atherton
made numerous trlips between the two disputants. These trips
and other Unlted States efforts showed a lack of satlsfactory
progress whlile tensions continued to rise. In August 1978,
the Unlited Nations force in the Sinal was qulickly approachlng
its termination date. These factors combined to motivate
Preslident Carter to call for the Camp David Summit. The
meeting was held from S September to 17 September 1978 in the
seclusion of Camp David, Maryland. The Summit’s negotlatlons
and proceedings were conducted away from the public view In
secrecy "“lnsulated from the mass media and from domestlic
political pressures“31 to help the leadership involved focus
on solutlions to the lssues at hand.

The Summit was a meeting that brought together three
world leaders and thelr negotlating staffs. The key players
were President Carter, President Sadat, and Prime Minister
Begin. 1In reference to the negotlatlons It was sald, "The
cards one |s dealt do matter, but so does the talent of the
player.“32 This notlion that leadership plays a key role in
negotiations has never been more emphatic than was the case
with the Arab-Israell peace negotlatlons. The leadership,

skill, dynamism, timing, and strategic perspective that the

31Touval, p. 299.
32Quandt, Camp David, p. 332.
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three leaders brought to the Summit played a critical role in
aéhlevlng the success of Camp Davld.

Pregldent Sadat had established himself as a
president for the people and, although his popularlty waned,
he still maintalned strong enough support from the people of
Egypt to pursue his commltment for peace. "Egypt, under
Sadat’s leadership, was not prepared to sacrifice its own
national Interests for the sake of the other Arabs."33 In
this light, after the many meetings with President Carter,
President Sadat was convinced that peace with Iérael was not
only necessary and desirable, but it was achievable as well,
and that the Unlited States had to be actlvely involved ln the
process.

Iscaell Prime Minister Begin was an equally popular
and capable leader, who |lke President Sadat was considered a
hero by his countrymen. Because of the domestic problems
Israel was fighting, Prime Minister Begin, llke Presldent
Sadat, needed a victory at Camp David. In short, the people
of Israel and Egypt expected an equltable peace toc be the
result of the Camp David Summit.

The final member of thls tripartite was Preslident
Carter. Unlike his predecessor, President Carter placed a
very high priority on the resolution of the Arab-Israell

crisis. Med{ation under President Carter

33&&5' P- 331.
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dlffered from .revious attempts In

that Egypt and Israe’ maintalned direct

comnunication In ac.itlon to the contacts they

had through the medlator (the United States];

moreover, the preslident of the U.S. was

personally and Intensively involved in the

negotlations, much more than any previous

president .34
As the medlator for the Camp David Summit, President Carter
set the agenda and, therefore, controlled the progress of the
talks. The four ltems on the agenda that all three partles
wanted discussed were: normallzation of Egyptian-Israeli
relatlions, recognlized borders and securlity zones, securlty
for Israel, and the Palestinian [ssuye.

A problem experienced early on at the Summit that
seriously affected the proceedings was that two of the three
key participants could not negotlate face-to-face. President
Sadat’s and Prime Minlster Begin’s confllict placed a heavier
medlation burden on the Unltecd States than President Carter
had envislioned. A system of separate meetings for the two
leaders was adopted; whereby, the two partlies consulted
separately with President Carter and thus were able to
explore new ldeas. The second step of thls innovative
approach was for President Carter to relay those |deas
between the other two parties. The final sequence of
the procedure was to produce workable drafts of the proposals
that formed a median position between the two. Pres!dent

Carter had assumed two roles: one, the mediator and two, the

34Touval, p. 286.
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courler. The most signlficant progress In the negotlatlons
was made during these separate meetings that the United
States representatives had with the Egyptian and Israell
negotlators. It iIs Important to note that bllateral meetings
between Egypt and Israel also took place, these without any
United States representation.

As with any;system, flaws became evident. The dual
lines of communication sometimes led to Inconsistency and
misperceptions as i{nformation from multiple sources was not
the same. Another shortcoming was that the United States
negotiators were not completely, If at all, Informed of the
content of the bilateral talks held with the United States
absent. "Although both sides kept the U.S. routinely |
Informed of their talks, bilateral talks wlthout American
présence probably Impalred"35 the American mediation effort.
This problem was partially solved at Camp Davlid because of
President Carter’s role In setting the agenda and
establishing the negotl!ating procedures.

The negotliations were aimed at resolving
"longstanding disputes that had been perpetuated by years of
hostlility and to give up positions they considered essential
to thelr national interests."36 By applying situational

pressure and by offering broad incentives, President Carter

35]bid., p. 30S.
36Tarr, p. S0.




succeeded in overcoming the disputes and in producling the
Camp Davld Accords.. Two days Into the Summit, |t became
obvious to President Carter that pressure would have to be
applled to gain positive resolves. One such pressure
employed by President Carter was the establishment of a
deadline to the talks. Thls forced the Egyptians and
Israelis to start making concess{ons towards the
accompl | shment of the peace plan.

“More important than the pressures were the
incent|ves offered.to the partles and the compensation gilven
them for the concessions they made."37 The'Egyptlans were
promised that |f an agreement was reached wlith Israel
the United States would provide massive amounts of economic
and military afid. The Israelis couid expect their current
programs to continue under United States funding.
Addltlonally, President Carter agreed to pay the cost of
constructing two Israell alrfields In the Negev Desert, to
replace the alr bases at Etzion and Etam In the Sinail that
the Israells agreed to relinqulish. Another incentive to both
countries was that President Carter guaranteed the peace
treaty’s solldarlity by backing It wlth the threat of future
United States Involvement to *tak(e] action as it may deem

appropriate and helpful to achleve compllance with the

37Touval, p. 326.
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treaty.*"38 In the end, Presldent Carter realized that the
United States also had something at risk by Involving ltself
in the negotliations, {ts reputation and credlbillty.

With these pressures and lncentlives pushing the
leaders toward peace, an agreement was'flnally reached. On
17 September 1978, the three natlons signed two peace
agreements known as the Camp David Peace Accords (see
Appendix A). While not a peace treaty, EF;”iEcords did
resolve key [ssues and, more Importantly, provided a
framework with which to complete a final treaty of peace.

The two agreements were titled: "A Framework For Peace In
The Middle East" and “Framework For An Egyptlan-Israell
Treaty."

The first agreement "A Framework For Peace In The
Middle East," was a gulde for future peace treatles wlthin
the Middle East. 1Its provisions included: 1) a three stage
plan for resolving the Palestinian problem, the West Bank and
the Gaza Strip; 2) a resolution not to use force as a means
to solve Arab-Israell disputes; 3) the goal of compieting an
Arab-Israel! peace treaty In three months or less; and
4) assoclated principles required for future peace treaties
between Israel and lts Arab neighbors (l.e. full recognition

of Israel, lifting of boycotts, normal peacetlme relatlions,

38lbid,, p. 318.
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United States participation and Unlted Natlons endorsement
and guarantee).

The companlion agreement, "“Framework For An Egyptlian-
Israell Treaty," although redundant in some ways, dealt more
with the securlity and mllltary aspects of the confllict. It
called for: 1) completling an Arab-Israel] peace treaty
within three months; 2) Israel! withdrawal from the Sinal
Desert, including the more than 70 Israel! settlements that
had been established In the occupled territories39; 3) the
Israell right to transit the Suez Canal, the Stralt of Tiran
and the Gulf of Agaba; 4) stationing less than one Egyptlan
division east of the Suez Canal; 5> statlioning less than
four Israeli brigades along the [nternatlional border:;
6> statloning a Unlted Natlons Force along the International
border and at the Stralt of Tiran, which can be removed only
by a unanimous vote of the United Natlons Security Council;
and 7> establishment of full diplomatic relations after the
interim troop wlthdrawals are made (3-9 months after slgning
the peace treaty).

Although these two agreements sroke of all four
Issues that Preslident Carter and the other two national
leaders had agreed to discuss, several key disputes went
unresolved by the Accords and were deferred for future

negotiations. "(Tlwo fundamental questions on whlich the

39United States Congress, House, International Relatlions,

Ihe Middle East, p. 18.
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parties were dlvided were the...West Bank and Gaza and the
claim for Palestine self-determination."40

Israel non-concurred with the recommendatlion to
establish a new Palestinlan state because of the anti-Israell
ldeology espoused by some Palestinians and the proximity that
the new state would have to Israel. Both threatened Israell
security. However, the Unlted States was able to overcome
this dispute by deferring lts resolution and providing for a
five year transitlional period, the end of which would see the
issue re-addressed and resolved.

The treatment/division of Jerusalem was another
lssue that the Accords left to be resolved at a later date.
Because Israel had selzed the Arab portion of Jerusalem
~during the 1967 War, it non-concurred with Egypt’s position
that the clity be granted the same five year transitional
period as the West Bank. No agreement could be reached on
this lssue In the Accords so each natlons’ follow-up position
was to be appended later.

Even with these issues left unresolved and deferred,
i1t |s Important to note that few pollticians thought that the
Arab-Israeli confllct could be settled by one treaty. As the
ficrst step, the Camp Dav!d Accords resolved many of the
disputed |Issues and provided an agreement for the signing of

a peace treaty approximately three months after signing the

40Touval, p. 308.
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Accords. As the Honorable Harold Saunders, Assistant
Secretary of State reported, the Camp David Accords
lay a foundation for a comprehenslve

settlement. The outcome at Camp David,

therefore, |s a major step toward a phased,

cumulative set of agreements through which a

record of success and confidence can be

compiled and on which further -- and at some

point ultimate -- declsions can be reached to

achleve a final accord.41l

In studylng the Accords several |lessons learned

become important to understand when viewing the agreements.
*First, the formula for the deal was asymmetrlc.: One side of
the equation was made up of substantive concessions and the
second was composed on probabllitles.*"42 The second lesson
is that, even with medlation by the United States, the two
protagonists had to assume majcr roles and responsiblliitlies
for the negotiations to succeed. Next, based on historical-
precedence and the longstanding nature of the dlisputes to be
resolved, without United States medliation the talks would
have falled or at best have had limlited success. The fourth
lesson learned was that successful mediation by the United
States demanded the full attentlion and partliclpatlion of the
President of the United States and his Secretary of State.

Perso: -~ of a lesser stature !n government would not have had

A~

4;Un) ted States Congress, House, Coomittee on International

Re'atic s, Aggessment of the 1978 Middle East Camp David
Agreements, Hearing, (28 September 1978), p. 8.

42shlomo Aronson, Confllict & Bargaining ln the Middle East:
(Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University
Press, 1978), p. 287.
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the crediblllity needed to mediate the negotlations. The next
lesson was that acting as mediatof required a strateglic
perspective and outlook. The negotlatlons were "much more
involved than simpl{y] encouraging reluctant parties to talk
to one another.*43 The sixth lesson was that timing was
crlitical to successful talks and that power was essentlal to
medlate agreements. The medlator’s power was used to
pressure and lnduce the disputants Into granting concessions
and reaching agreements. These are the most valuable lessons
the United States learned as medlator of the Accords and
should be consldered In future endeavors.

The final segment of the Accord’s framework to be
addressed are the princlples ﬁsed by the Unlted States while
acting as mediator at the Camp David Summit. In preparation
of the Summit, President Carter and his staff formulated the
following list of principles to guide the United States”
mediatlon efforts and the negotiations as a whole. These
principles were:

The need to preserve our special
military and economic relationships with [both
countries].

| The urgency of flexibllity by all the
parties, |f any lasting settlement (was] to be
reached. :

The Importance of having the parties
refraln from any unllateral actlon which might

be Interpreted as prejudging the outcome of the
negotliations.

43Quandt, Camp David, p. 336.
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The willinginess to offer binding,
long-term guarantees or other defense
arrangements |f desired by the parties and
essential to peace.
The need to stress to all the partles
that the Unlted States will not and cannot,
even lf {t sO0 chose, impose a lasting peace
settlement on any party.
The desirabllity of encouraging...
{the]l] states to work together iIn the search for
a peaceful settlement of the dispute.44
These princliples 1ed the Unlted States medlation efforts at
Camp David, ultimately forming the framework for the peace
process and the Camp David Accords themselves. In the flnal
analysis, the Accords have brought peace to Egypt and Israel
and have provided a foundatlon from which future peace

negotiations may lead to a comprehensive Arab-Israel] peace.

PRICE OF PEACE

The cost of the Camp David Accords to the United
States was high. The price tag was not only an economlic
issue, but it lncludéd political and human costs as well. A
review of each of these three cost categorles reveals how
much the United States was willing to give In order to
succeed In bringing peace to Egypt and Israel.

Beginning with the Sinail II Agreement, the Unlted
States pald substantial revenues In ald and pollitical

concessions to Israel in return for approval of the

44Uni ted States Congress, House, International Relations,
» pP. 3-40
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agreement. Speculatlon even then was taking place,
questioning how long the United States could continue paylng
such a high price for successes in the Middle East.45 The
Accords contlinued the legacy of peace at a high price.
During the Camp David Summlit both Egypt and Israel were led
to belleve, and assumed, that each would recelve large
quantities of economic and military assistance 1f an
agreement was reached. One project that fell in this
economic category for the United States was the removal of
Israell forces in the Sinal Desert.
Israell officlals estimated that
moving its military forces from the Sinal
Peninsula to the Negev Desert in southern
Israel! would cost approximately $3 billlion over
three years.46
This economic cost to the United States has continued
to escalafe since the signing of the Accords. Both Egypt and
Israel continue to receive United States economic and
milltary ald ln additlon to the cost incurred by flnancing
one-third of the Multinational Force and Observers (MFO)
Force on peacekeeping duty In the Sinal Desert. The United
States supports the MFO because of a prior agreement with
Egypt and Israel to help defer the cost. The United States’
cost of supporting the MFO In fiscal year (FY) 1987 was In

excess of 824 million.

4S5Freedman, ¥World Polltics, p. 44.
46Tarr, p. S2.
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In the area of economic support for Egypt and Israel,
the Unlted States continues to provide large sums of
all-grant Economic Support Fund (ESF> monles to both
countries. In Egypt’s case, the United States [s trying to
help bulld a stronger economy and also reduce the amount of
external debt that the country ls responsible to repay.
Egypt’s Forelgn Mllltary Sales (FMS) debt alone was $2.02
billlon at the end of FY 1987. To help off-set the debt and
build the economy, 819 million in ESF monles were granted to
Egypt In FY 1987.47

In Israel’s case, the Unlted States economic support
is critical to off-set their continued high spending levels
on defense and other military expenditures. In 1988 these
expendl tures accounted for 18% of Israel’s Gross National
Product (GNP>.48 At the end of FY 1987, Israel’s FMS debt
was 98.45 billlon. The debt and struggling economy were
reasons why Israel was granted $1.2 billlon In ESF monles in
FY 1987.49

In military support, Egypt received $1.3 bllllon In
forgiven funds in FY 1987, compared to the $1.8 billlon that
Israe! recelved. Egypt’s PMS programs contlnue to stress

upgrading Its force while lsrael’s programs are designed to

47United States Congress,
Security Assistance Programs Fisca]l Year 1989, p. 138.

48lbid., p. 194.
491bld., p. 197.

104




malntaln the qualltative edge of the Israell mllitary. Total

economic and millitary assistance programs [{n FY 1987 totaled

In excess of 92 bllllon for Egypt and $3 bllllon for Israel.

The economic cost of the Accords to the United States remains
high and ls still a burden.

The second cost the United States incurred because of
the Accords was a polltical one. The flrst polltical cost
was required because "both sides were aware that they could
not settlie thelr confllct without Amerlcan guarantees that
the agreement they reached would be honored.“S0 Therefore,
President Carter’s guarantees to lnsure treaty compllance was
a price paid by the United States. The second political cost
was the lack of Arab support for the Egyptians and the
Accords; and the resulting growth of Isclation experlienced by
Egypt as its Arab nelghbors broke diplomatic tles In protest.
The third and final pollitical cost was the growth of Soviet
Influence In the Middle East after the signing of the
Accords., The Soviet Union took advantage of the break in
Arab relations to "contlinue its efforts to build an
ant!-imperlallst bloc of Arab States."Si

The flnal cost of the Accords, which has yet to be
paid, is the human cost. Since the Israell selzure of the

occupled terrlitorles In 1967, the Arab natlons have fought

S50Touval, p. 304.
SiFreedman, World Politics, p. 270.
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loudly for Arab Palestinlan rights to self determinatlion and.
autonomy. However,
{tlhe record of the Arab nations

themseives toward the Palestinians left much to

be desired. Before 1967, when Egypt occupled

Gaza, and Jordan the West Bank, there had been

no move on the part of either country to grant

autonomy to the Palestinlans.52
This i{ssue remains largely unresolved. The Palestinian
question |s one cost of the Camp David Accords that has yet
to be pald.

The Camp David Accords answered a cry for peace. The
process and framework that make up the Accords, adjusted
to the situation and the conflict. The element that set the
Accords apart from other peace plans was lts success.
"Moreover, the Camp David framework (had left] the necessary
room for negotlatlons®S3 to resclve the lssues not completely
addressed by the Accords. Camp David had provided a
successful first step in bringing peace to Egypt and Israel.
As of 1989, the decade of peace between Egypt and

Israel 1s a fact. The future, however, remalns questlionable

and depends on the contlinued cooperation and goodwill of the

two countrles.

S2Carter, Keeping Falth, pp. 276-277.

S3United States Congress, House, Commi{ttee on Forelgn
Affairs, $
East, Hearing, (9 September 1982), p. 5.
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CHAPTER 5
CAMP DAVID - A MODEL FOR PEACE

INTEGRATION OF THE MODEL

To satisfy the scope of this thesis It |s not
necessary nor pertinent to present a detailed analysis of the
current Egyptian-Israell situation. As delineated in Chapter
Four, the decade of peace ensuing between Egypt and Israel
attests to the success of the Camp David Peace Accords. The
final phase of study applles the successful Camp David peace
process to the current Greek-Turklsh dispute. To achieve an
objective conclusion, analysls ls founded on the Accords’
basic approach and thrusts the Greek-Turkish issue into the
same perspective and format as the prevlously-addressed
Egyptlan-Israel! dilemma.

As explalined in Chapter Four, the Accords addressed
and resolved three categories of lssues: the Indlividual
country’s need for national security, territorial claims, and
economics. These three encompassed all the disputed [ssues
between Egypt and Israel. Even a cursory review of the
Issues dividing Greece and Turkey indicates that they too
fall under one of these main categories and are also In need
of forward momentum towards resolutlion.

Beginning in the area of national security, the
following Greek-Turklsh dlsagreements are addressed:

Greek militarization of Aegean Islands, Aegean air space and
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alr traffic control{ Aegean territorial water limits, and the
Cyprus affair. The category of terrltorlal control
encompasses these l!ssues: the Aegean terrltorlal water
limits to Include the continental shelf, Aegean alr space
control, and the Turkish occupatlon of Cyprus. The final
category, economics, lncludes the Aegean contlnental shelf,
Aegean territorial water limits, Aegean air traffic control,
and Cypfus.

The study parallels and describes the similarities
between the Greek-Turkish issues and the Egyptian-Israeli
embrol Iment. The simlilarities are many and flow in the
same sequence as the previous three chapters of this study.
“Areas of dlspuée" are presented flrét and parallel Chapter
Two of the thesls, concentrating on the Cyprus lssue. The
lack of a comprehensive issue by lssue review and the
accompanying emphasis on the Cyprus [ssue does not compromise
the valldlty of thls study. It does, however, focus research
and analysis on the principle issue that forms the heart of
the Greek-Turkish dispute, Cyprus. (Reminder: the purpose
of this study is not to develop a comprehensive peace plan
for the Greece-Turkey conflict but to explore the feasibility
of using the Camp David Accords as a "role model" for the
development of such an all encompassing peace plan.)

The second grouping of similarities falls under the
heading of "reglional importance" and parallels the

subdivisions of Chapter Three. Speclflic areas addressed
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Include Soviet Influence, the vulnerabllity of NATO, and
United States relations with Greece and Turkey. The final
group of similarities under the "peace process' heading
parallel Chapter Four of this study. This section focuses

on the peace process and negotliatlons and introduces the
discussion in the next section of this chapter; namely, the
various mediation efforts taken to resolve the Greek-Turklsh
problems. As a reminder, the method used to integrate the
Camp David model with today’s confllct, will focus primarily
on the similarities that exist between these two cases.

For the flirst comparison, It ls important to
recognize the relationship created because of the close
physical proximity of the Israellis and the Arab Palestinlans.
Because of this closeness, "with or without a formal
agreement, they [were] fated to live with one another."1
This Is the same situation facing Greece and Turkey iodgy.
As dlscussed In Chapter Two, these two countries not only
share an lnternational border, but they are also co-partners
ln the ownership and responslibility for the Aegean Sea with
lts benefits and burdens. The situation remains that with or
without peace Greece and Turkey are fated to continue llving
as nejighbors.

The situatlon following the creation of the state of

Israel reveals many similarities between the Arab

iWilllam B. Quandt, vid:
(Washington D.C.: The Broockings Institution, 1986), p. 333.
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Palestinians and the Cyprliots today. The Palestinlan refugee
problem was "a traglc by-product of the creation of the State
of Israel,"2 and It remalns the dominant unresolved |ssue
that Israel faces today. The War of 1948 left many
Palestinians as refugees, homeless and without thelir land and
many of their possessions. Because of the war, tens of
thousands of people fled Palestine In a mass exodus of fear.
"They were not compensated for the abandoned property, which
the governments simply selzed in many cases."3 Both the
refugee issue and its related property compensatlion question
are problems facing Cyprus currently. As described in
Chapter Two, the Greek backed military coup d’/ etat and the
subsequent Turkish invasion of Cyprus in July 1974 left
thousands of Greek and Turkish Cypriot refugees. Many from
both Cypriot communities were coerced or forced to abandon
thelr homes and properties. They remaln dislocated and
uncompensated for their losses to this day.

Another aspect of the Cyprus problem similar to that
experienced by the Palestinian refugees is the manner in
which the Unlited Natlons became involved. In its initlal

deal ings and peace efforts, the United Nations failed

2John H. Davis, ve

The Evasi Peace: A Study of the
Zionist-Arap Problem (London: Cox & Wyman Ltd., 1968),
p 530

3David R. Tarr and Bryan R. Daves, ed.,

(Washington D.C.: Congressional Quarterly,
Inc., 1986>, p. 18.
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to recognlize the natlionalistic feelings the Palestinlians had
and dealt with them simply as refugees. This Is the same
problem that Cyprus faces today. Following the 1974 invasion
and partitioning of Cyprus, the United Nations’ mediation
efforts neglected to recognize the natlonallistic feellngs
held by the Cypriots. The two Cypriot communities want to be
treated as national entlties or as a single natlion, not as
digsplaced Greek or Turkish Cypriots. In both the Palestinlan
and Cyprlot cases, the fallure to recognlze the nationallistic
movements early on [In the medlation caused congsiderable time
to elapse before effective negotlatlons could beglin.

The next group of similarities fall under the heading
of reglional Importance. As descrlbed iIn Chapters Three and
Four, Soviet efforts to influence events and natlional
dispositions have characterlzed both the Arab-Israell dispute
and the Greek-Turklsh conflict.

The Soviets in thelr early support for
the creation of the Jewish state seemed to be
motlvated by a number of factors. First, the
Yishuv, the Jewish settlement iIn Palestine, was
actively opposing the British Mandate and
therefore opposing one of the major imperial
powers. 4
A second factor that the Soviets felt assisted their efforts,

was the fact that the Yishuv leadershlp were predominately

soclalist. This, the Soviets thought, made the Jewish

4Tarrc, p. 39.
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Palestinlans “more willing than the British to cooperate with
the USSR."S

A direct correlation exists between these two
factors and the situation that exists today In Greece.
Because Greece is more willing than Turkey to establish close
contacts with the Soviet Union, expectations are that the
Soviet emphasis on Soviet-Greek relations will continue.
Thus, a parallel exists between the Yishuv’s opposition to
the British during the early 1940s and growing Greek
negativism to membership in NATO today. The uneasy
relationship between Greece and NATO is one that the Soviet
Unlion will contlnue to manipulate in an effort to weaken
NATO’s solldarity In a region they deem necessary to
Influence freely in their own behalf.

Another clrcumstance supporting this Soviet effort is
the continuling growth of socialism in Greece and in Greek
politics. The socialistic bellefs maintained by Greece’s
politléal leadership, much llke the Yishuv’s leadership,
encourages closer economic and political ties with the Soviet
Union. The Joint Soviet-Greek alumina industrial project In
Thisvl, Greece, provides an example of techniques used by the
Soviet Union to galn economic influence, the favor of the
Greek population, and the allegliance of hef political heads.

This current economic assistance bears a striking resemblance

Sibid.
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to the Soviet ald granted Egypt for constructlion of the Aswan
Dam and to Syria for the Euphrates Dam.

Today the Soviet Unlon contlnues to explolt all
avallable resources to increase its regional influence In
the Aegean, Just as 1t had done earllef in the Middle East
wlith the Arabs and the Israells. However, as noted In
Chapter Three, present Soviet efforts are not limited solely
to Greece. Current Soviet efforts In Cyprus are aimed at
one objective: a neutral Cyprus, independent of all forelgn
troops and foreign military bases. This effort, if
successful, would weaken both NATO’s and the Unlited States’
ablllty to project military and political power into a regicn
in close proximlty to the Soviet Union. If this move by the
Soviet Union is not countered by productive peace talks
between the two Cyprict communitlies, the United States and
NATO could lose access to key military facllitles on Cyprus.

The effort to broaden reglional Influence ls an
element of both the United States’ and the Soviet Unlion’s
foreign policy. Additionally, It I8 also a similarity that
exists between the Arab-Israell peace negotiations and
present-day United States relations with both Greece and
Turkey. Then as now, the United States had a private
agenda motlvating its particlipation in the peace
negotiations. This agenda included the goal of protecting

and expanding 1ts sphere of Influence and also securing
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future oll supplles for western countries.6 Thls
self-interest |s evident In current United States
relatlonships with both Greece and Turkey. The interests of
the United States in this case include access to the milltary
and Intellligence faclillitles located iIn both countries. Just
as the sponsorship of Camp David served to protect vital
interests then, a simlilar sltuation exlsts today iIn Greece
and Turkey that calls for actlve involvement by the United
States In order to protect its parochial interests in the
region. It s lncumbent on the United States to become more
aggressive in its approach to thls situation [f It hopes to
maintain its influence In both countries.

This situation leads to a review of the final
‘groupling of similarities, those that are classifled as part
of the peace process and negotlations. The need for peace,
the first subdivision of Chapter Four, reveala several
important parallels between the Arab-Israe: sicuation and the
Greek-Turklish confllct today. The motivation for peace |s
the same in both cases. First, "the overwheliming burden of
military expenditures in the Middle East [(had] a negative

impact on thelr soclieties and the well-being of their

6Saadia Touval, The Peace Brokers: Medlators ;n the
Arab-Iscael] Conflict, 1948-1979 (Princeton, N.J.: Princeton
Universlty Press, 1982), pp. 323-324.
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people.*7 This flnanclal burden overwhelmed the Egyptlan
econaomy and placed serious strains on the Israell! economic
system. The falllng economies in both Egypt and Israel
produced pressure on the domestlic polltlical scene In each
country. As discussed In Chapteé Four, President Sadat was
under extreme pressure to rectlfy Egypt‘’s flounderling
economic plcture. Thls served as a major motivating factor
for him to seek a workable peace with Israel despite
extremist passions for milltary satisfaction. Although
Israel’s situation was not as dire as Egypt’s, the Israel!l
populace wanted to end the hostillities with Egypt.

Based on information from Chapter Two, further study
of the above examples indicates a close parailel exists
between the Middle East pre-Camp David period and today’s
Greek-Turkish conflict. The same three factors discussed
previously In Chapter Four, national security, territorlal
claims and economic issues, have brought these two countries
to the point where both desire a peaceful resolution to thelr
conflict. The struggling economies of Greece and Turkey
would benefit greatly from a peace treaty. Reduced spending
on military defenses that are almed at one another, combined
with a growth [n trade and commerce between the two countrles

would enhance both economies appreciably. This would be an

7United States Congress, House, Committee on Internatlional
Relatlons, The Middle Ea t the Cro oads, Report,
(9 November 1977), p. 16.
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important victory for both Prime Minister Papandreou and
Prime Minister Ozal, at a tlme when both leaders are
suffering strong criticlsm from their domestlic political
clrcles. Prime Minlster Ozal‘’s criticism stems from Turkey’s
deteriorating economic situation, while Prime Minister
Papandreou’s opposition has grown out of several personally
embarrassing events that have weakened his support from the
Greek populace and from his PASOK Party. The need for peace
|s apparent to the leadership of both countles as reflected
by the Berne Declaration (Appendix B) and the Joint
Communique (Appendix C)>. Both the internatlonal and domestic
gsituations of the two countrles demand a timely solutlion to
the ongolng conflict.

Having established the need and desire for peace,
the study of the peace process and negotlatlons between
Greece and Turkey reveals many similarities and parallels
exist with pre-Camp David Egypt and Israel. The first Is
found at the very beginning of negotiations between Egypt and
Israel. Ambassador at Large, Alfred L. Atherton, from the
United States Department of State observed:

After so many years of no dialogue, of
no trust, of no confldence in each other, they
(found] 1t difflcult to plunge directly Into
the kind of give-and-take negot!{ations without

third-party assistance that would seem qulte
logical to us.8

8United States Congress, Senate, Committee on Forelgn
Relations, velo e
East, Hearling, (28 June 1978), p. 14.
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Although he was speaking of the Arab-Israel! dlspute, he
could as easily have sald the same of the current Greek-
Turklsh confllct as dlscussed previously in Chapter Two. All
countrlies are aware of the sensitivity that the two natlions
feel towards the dlisputed lssues. It Is wilth this fraglllty
In mind that the Unlted States could assist in mediating
lssues, which up to thls polnt have been negotlated
bilaterally and have resulted In no meaningful resolutlons.
It was In this role that the Unlted States proved so
successful at Camp Davlid.

In the negotlating process ltself, |t must be
recognized that "(tlhe more Ilmportant the [ssue In dispute
and the more comprehens!ve the scope of the agreement sought,
the more difficult it will be to achleve.*9 The leadership
involved In the Camp David Summit recognized the breadth of
the Arab-Israell confllict and adjusted the Accords to
accommodate the situation. This same adjustment must be part
of any Greek-Turklsh peace plan |f It Is to overcome the
wide range of problems dlscussed In Chapter Two. Much 1lke
Egypt and Israel, today’s Greek and Turkish problems are
deeply rooted In time and emotlons, and may require several
separate efforts to find a resolution. Possibly paralleling

the limfted scope of the Accords, today we see the Cyprus

9Touval, p. 330.
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issue belng negotlated separately from the remalning areas of
Greek-Turkish dispute.

Yet another simlilarity in the negotliating process |s
the use of Joint committees to establlsh negotlating
principl'es and proposed solutions to unresolved problems.
President Sadat and Prime Minlster Begin established military
and political committees to continue their bllateral talks
and also to draft a declaration of princlples Just_prior to
the Camp David Summit. In today’s Greek-Turkish dispute, the
two national leaders are also establishing committees to
address the same type of lssues. In an effort to contlinue
progress In the current bli-national talks, Prime Ministers
Papandreou and 0Ozal have created economic and polltical
commi ttees, both charged with furthering the peace talks Iin
their own respectlive areas. Only future negotiations will
reveal |f the Greek and Turkish committees will be as
successful as their Egyptlian-Israell counterparts were.

Further study of the negotiating process indicates
another similarity, that of United Nations involvement. In
both cases the United Natlons was intimately involved. It
was United Nations Resolution 242 passed following the
Arab-Israelil 1967 War that served as the foundatlion for
constructing a workable framework for peace, the Camp David
Accords. Resolutlon 242 not only called for freedom to
navigate In international waterways (the Suez Canal and the

Gulf of Agqaba), but It also called for "achieving a just
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settlement of the refugee problem, and guaranteelng the
territorial Inviolability and polltical Independence of every
state In the area."10 The United Nations provided the basls
for the Accords, and |t also sponsored numerous calls for
cease-flres and peace talks throughout the history of the
Egyptlan-Israell confllict.

A simllar Unlited Natlons role exists In today’s
conflict between Greece and Turkey. Concentrating on the
time frame following the coup d’ etat In Cyprus ln 1974,
numerous United Natlons’ actlons have taken place.
Cease-flres, Intercommunal talks, and other negotliatlons were
sponsored by the Unlted Natlons In an effort to achieve
peace. Even with this level of Involvement however, one
major dlfference does exist between the level of United
Nations Involvement today and that witnessed during the
Arab-Israell confllct. Greece and Turkey have no United
Nations Resolutlion 242 to focus and structure thelr mediation
and peace efforts. Two resolutions do exist (United Nations
Resolutlons 3212 and 395), but thelr scope is limlited to
Individual areas of dispute. Resolutlion 3212 (1 November
1974) calls for the removal of all forelgn troops from
Cyprus, and Securlty Council Resolution 395 (25 August 1976)
deals solely with the Aegean continental shelf dispute. Even

with this shortfall of no central rallying point, United

1i0Malcom H. Kerr, ed., 1 v ln_ ¢t le East
(New York: State Unlversity of New York Press, 1975), p. 69.
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Natlons mediatlion efforts contlinue to play an lmportant role
in the Greek-Turkish dispute, which includes sponsoring the
current Intercommunal talks on Cyprus.

One final area to conslider at this polint, that
contains important simllarities, falls under the category of
the prlce of peace. As discussed in Chapter Four:

The Egyptlan Government attachled)

great Importance to the willlingness of the

United States to provide a certalin amount of

milltary support, primarily In the form of

sales of (milltary] equipment.it
This willingness by the United States to provide large
amounts of military and economic ald to both Egypt and Israel
was critical to ghe success of the Camp David Accords. A
simllar situation exists today Qhen considering the status of
the current DECA negotiatlons with Greece and Turkey. As
discussed In Chapter Three, the Unlited States provides a
large percentage of its forelgn assistance to Greece and
Turkey. Both countries depend heavily on Unlited States
military ald to further thelr force modernization efforts,
while lessening the ilmpact of large defense expendltures on
thelir struggling economles. The tense negotliations that led
to the signing of the new Turkish DECA agreement In 1988 and

that surrounds the current Greek DECA talks are testimony to

the importance that Greece and Turkey place on contlnued

11United States Congress, Senate, Committee on Forelgn
Relatlons, Visit tc Eastern Europe and the Middle East the
nate e n to t t t

Atlantlc Assembly, Report, (May 1979), p. 2S.
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substantial Unlted States support. With the trend In DECA
negoflatlons moving towards greater demands on and guarantees
from the United States, It |s expected that the success of
all future peace talks between Greece and Turkey, with Unlted
States medliatlon, to be linked closely with the amount and
type of Amerlican ald recelived.

In reviewing the many similarltles between pre-Camp
David Egypt-Israel and today’s Greece-Turkey dispute, it |s
apparent that the current confllict closely parallels Egypt’s
and Israel’s situation prior to 1978. The Camp David Accords
provided the first successful step ln a peace process that
resolved security, territorial and economic Issues. Given
the clted similarlities In these three catagories and coupled
with the interest that the United States maintains in the
Aegean reglon, the conclusion Is that the Camp David model
can successfully be Integrated lnto the current Aegean
crisis. Nonetheless, a modern Camp David approach to the
Aegean would have to be tallored to the current situation,
specifically the security, territorial and economic issues
dividing Greece and Turkey. This can be achieved without
changing the basic framework and goals of the Camp David
approach. To better understand the applicabllity of the Camp
David approach to the Aegean problem, It Is Important to
review past and present mediation efforts in the Greece-

Turkey dispute.
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ATTEMPTS AT MEDIATION

Beginning with the July 1974 invasion of Cyprus, the
Unlted Natlons has fllled the role of primary mediator In the
Greek-Turkish conflict. The statlionlng of the UNFICYP force
on Cyprus prior to the lnvasion was the flirst of many actlons
the United Nations has taken to resolve the varied aspects of
the conflict. Unfortunately, history shows that these
efforts, although successful In some cases, have served
poorly In contrlbuting actually to resolving the problems
facing Greece and Turkey. The following review of mediation
efforts covers the time period from 1974 to present and
will provide the reader a plcture of just how Ineffectlive the
plecemeal efforts have been to date.

Immediately following the Turkish invasion of
Cyprus, on 26 July 1974, a Unlted Natlons cease-fire
agreement was signed by both Greece and Turkey. This
declaration was subsequently broken by a second invasion on
14 August 1974, initlated by Turkey in response to the
breakdown of United Nations” sponsored talks in Geneva. A
second United Natlons’ cease-flire was signed two days later
whlich again led to United Nations’ sponsored peace talks.
These talks were supported by the issuance of United Nations’
Resolutlon 3212 on 1 November 1974, which called for the

withdrawal of all forelign milltary forces from Cyprus.12 The

12Andrew Wiison, "The Aegean Dispute,” Adelphl Papers,
(Winter 1979/1980)>, p. 31.
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exception to thls requlirement was the UNFICYP whlch contlnued
Its mission of peacekeepling And remalins stationed today

along the partltlion line dlviding the Turkish Cypriot north
from the Greek Cypriot south. During the years leading up to
1988, llittle progress was made In the Intercommunal talks
workling towards resolving the Cyprus problem.

After years of United Natlons’ lnactlon, the work of
Secretary General Javier Perez de Cuellar, succeeded in
having the two Cyprlot leaders meet for the flrst time In
late August 1988. The meeting was preceded by an officlal
visit to the Unlted States by Preslident George Vasslilou, the
Greek Cypriot leader. During his eleven day visit, President
Vasslliou met with Presldent Ronald Reagah, then Vice
President George Bush, and numerous other political
representatives to solldify tles with the Unlted States.
Following Vassilliou’s visit to the Unlted States, President
Vassl]llou and President Rauf Denktas, the Turklsh Cyprlot
leader, held thelr meeting In Geneva on 25 August 1988 and
agreed to future face-to-face meetlings. Thelr agreed goal
was the completion of a negotiated settlement and the
implementation of new constitutional amendments calling for a
new federal republic by 1 June 1989.

Another common goal was to reach broad level

agreements on the disputed [ssues, leaving the details to be
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worked out by “commissions of experts.'13 Thls meetling was
fol lowed by another meeting between the two presidents with
mediation by the United Nation Representative to Cyprus,
Oscar Camilllion. The meeting took place in Nlicosla, Cyprus,
and the results of the two day meeting have not been released
to the public. The movement towards resolving the Cyprus
issue contlinues today, but with limited participation by
Greece and Turkey.

Current Greek-Turklish negotiatlions on the Cyprus
problem have come to a standstill. Prime Minister
*Papandreou has proposed a demllltarization of the Island and
establ ishment of a Jolnt Greek-Turkli!sh Cypcrlot police force
under the suéervlslon of the Unlted Natlons."14 On the other
hand, Turkish Prime Minister Ozal, fearling the United
Nations would be unable to protect the Turkish Cyprliots from
the Greek Cypriots, stated “that any Turkish troop withdrawal
(from Cyprus] would be part of an overall peace
settliement,"15 not almed solely at Turkish Interests and
requirements. The nonconverging nature of the Greek and

Turklsh positions on Cyprus has left thelr input to the

13Country Report: Greece, No.4 (September 26, 1988),
p. 19.

14Joyce M. Davis, "Greek/Turkish Relatlions and NATO,"
Journal of Defense & Diplomacy, <(January 1989), p. 8.

151bid.

124




deadlocked sltuatlion at a standstlll, thereby hampering
current United Nations efforts to mediate a settlement there.

Another disputed area iIn which the Unlted Nations has
played a large role |s the Aegean continental shelf [ssue.
Chapter Two reviewed the actlvities that transpired prlor to
the Cyprus Invaslon. Following that event several key
negotlatlons took place between Greece and Turkey that
provide the foundation for contlnued talks today. On
27 January 1975 Greece proposed that the continental shelf
Issue be presented to the International Court of Justice
(ICJ) In The Hague for a legal dec:sion. Turkey Initlally
agreed to the Greek proposal for ICJ arbitration on
6 February 1975. Although the Turklsh government later
changed Its mind and reversed its stance on the ICJ
adjudication, the case went forward to the ICJ for
resolution.i6

Greece drafted two proposals and submitted them to
the ICJ for conslderation. The flrst proposal called for
placing an inJjunction on Turkey In an effort to keep the
disputed areas of the Aegean shelf open to Greek use. The
second proposal called for proceedings against Turkey for its
I11egal delimitatlon of the Aegean continental shelf. This
proposal, coupled with Turkey’s change In attltude towa;ds

ICJ medlation, caused a break in the contlnental shelf talks.

1i6Jonathan Al ford, ed., ¢ :
Alllance (New York: St. Martin’s Press, 1984), p. 122.

125




On 25 August 1976, the Unlted Natlons Securlty.Councl] passed
Resolution 395. Paragraph three of the resolutlon
called on the governments of Greece and

Turkey to resume direct negotiations over their

dli fferences and appealed to them to do

everything in their power to ensure that these

resulted in mutually acceptable solutions.17
The resolution also recommended that the dispute be handled
by the ICJ. On 12 September 1976, the ICJ denied Greece’s
request for an Interim Injunction against Turkey. The United
Nations immediately recommended a resumption of bilateral
talks, a recommendation that led to a November 1976 meeting
in Berne, Switzerland.

After two weeks of talks on the continental shelf
issue, experts from both countries signed the Berne
Declaration (see Appendix B). This "declaration
establishled] a code of behavior to govern future
negotiations on the continental shelf.*“18 This became
important on 19 December 1978, when the ICJ passed a decision
not to arbitrate the continental shelf iIssue because it
congsidered the issue a domestic matter. The decision was
quickly followed by an ICJ announcement in January 1978 that
the contlinental shelf dispute was not under its Jjurisdictlion

and, therefore, it lacked the authority to hear the case.

Because of the ICJ declision, the Berne Declaration "remains

1{7Willson, p. 9.
18lbid., p. 10.
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the recognized framework for bilateral discussions"19 on the
continental shelf lssue. As mentioned in the (ntroduction of
Chapter One, the most recent major Greek-Turkish confllct,
the March 1987 Aegean oll exploration crisis, came about
because both countries were determined to test the limits of
the Berne Declaration. This situation narrowly avoided an

outbreak of armed hostlilities by both countries. The

"emotional impact of thls crislis pushed both countries into

the comprehensive negotiations that are going on today.

In January 1988, the prime ministers of Greece and
Turkey met in Davos, Switzerland, to discuss the ongoling
dispute between the two NATO allies. This two day meeting
created a feeling of mutual good will and resulited in the
publication of a Joint Communique (see Appendix C) by the two
Prime Ministers on 31 January 1988. In short, the communique
called for peaceful relations between the allies, annual
meetings of the two prime ministers, and for the
establ ishment of two committees to assist in finding
solutions to the conflict. One joint committee was to
speclallze in economic and cultural [ssues while the second
commlttee was to address the bllateral problem areas.

During the last week [n May 1988, Greek Foreign
Minister Carolos Papoulias and Turkish Foreign Minister

Mesut YiImaz met in Athens. Accompanied by thelr

19Ibid., p. 11,
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representative country teams, the forelgn ministers
collectlively formed a new Joint Political Committee whose
mission was to pave the way for an‘upcomlng meeting between
the two prime ministers, scheduled for June 1988. The result
of this meeting was the publicaticn of a Memorandum of
Understanding (see Appendix D> on 27 May 1988. Although the
memorandum focused solely on milltary activities in the
Aegean (both the hligh seas ana air trafflic), it established a
positive climate for the upcoming June negotlatlions In
Athens.

The second meeting between Prime Minlister Papandreou
and Prime Minlster Ozal took place ln June 1988 In Athens.
This meeting, referred to as the Athens Summit, marked the
first vislt of a Turklish Prime Minlister to Greece In
36 years.20 Although both the Cyprus [ssue and the Aegean
problems were discussed, no formal agreements were reached
except to continue the dlalogue with the schedul ing of
another prime mlnisterlal level meeting In the Autumn of
1988. At the Summit’s conclusion, Prime Minister 0Ozal
commented:

We have agreed with Prime Minister
Andreas Papandreou to put an end to this rather
odd state of affairs between two nelghboring
countrles, and to place our relations on a

sound basls and seek solutions to all our
bilateral issues through dlalogue.21

20Country Report: Turkey, No.3 <(June 29, 1988), p. 7.

21Davis, “"Greek/Turkish Relatlons and NATO," p. 7.
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While the Athens Summlt was taklng place, other talks
proceeded simultaneously in both Ankara and Athens between
the forelgn and economic minlstries of thelr two countles.
Greek National Economy Minister Panayotis Roumeliotis and
Turkish State Minister Adnan Kahvecl met as the Joint
Economics Committee In Ankara and came to several key
economic and cultural agreements. Areas In which agreements
were made included co-operation on economic, industrial,
technological, and scientlfic endeavors. Other areas
addressed during these talks Included rallroad improvements,
telecommunication modernization and improvements In
investment opportunities. The latter discussions
specifically focused on addressing the feasibllity of
establishing a Jolnt investment bank for Greece and Turkey.22
Future meetings will address the [ssues of tourism,
transportatlion and Jolnt business ventures.

The forelgn minister talks were held simultaneously
in Athens and no agreements were reached. These meetings
covered a diverse agenda Including terrorism, drug smuggling,
taxation and maritime issues. The June 1988 meetings
adjourned expecting to reconvene again late in 1988.

Although Prime Minlster Papandreou was scheduled to
travel to Turkey for the next summlit in November 1988, he

postponed his trip, presumably because of the upcoming June

22Country Report: Greece, No.4 (September 26, 1988),
p. 11.
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1989 Greek elections. His postponement called for another
meeting sometime In the new year 1989. Prime Minlster Ozal
has since recommended that Greek Prime Minlster Papandreocu’s
vigit be delayed until after the June Greek elections. While
the primary heads of state are politically unprepared to
negotiate at this time, the ministerial level negotiations
continue between the Jjoint economlic and political committees.
In the final analysis, the interruption created by the two
prime ministers has slowed rapprochement efforts.

In summary, the mediation efforts led primarlly by
the United Nations have met with limited success to date.
At the same time, direct bilateral negotiations, when viewed
over the period 1974 to present, have also met with minimal
success in terms of providing a comprehensive settlement.
Turnlng the focus now, thls study answers the questlon, "Who

should/can lead the peace process?'

UNITED STATES LED PEACE

The previous section reviewed the roles of both the
United Nations and the ICJ in the Greek-Turkish dispute. As
summar ized, both agencies have been unable to resclve the
comprehensive spectrum of problems dividing Greece and Turkey
today. In Chapter Three discussion was presented that
indicates NATO too has been ineffective In resolving the
issues that separate the two allles. Although the 1979

Rogers Plan achleved a partial resolution to the NATO command
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and control Issue, no substantlal progress was made In
solving the cause of the confllct.

The fallure experlienced by these -three medlators,
coupled with the ineffective bilateral negotiatlons that have
transpired thus far, leaves llttle doubt that a strong United
States effort 1s required to solve the conflict. Just as the
Arab-Israell situation demanded strong Unlited States
Involvement, so does today’s Greek-Turkish confllict. The
United States cannot afford to be an ldle bystander In this
dispute. A review of Chapter Three 1s a reminder of the
vital geographlical and milltary roles these two counties play
In supporting NATO and the United States. More than any
other single agency or nation, the Unlted States as a third
party to this dispute has a greater interest in its ultimate
outcome.

The need for the United States to flll.the mediator
role In this situation can be concluded by reviewing the
implications of both successful and unsuccessful Unlted
States-led peace talks. The area that would be Influenced
most in elther case is the NATO Alliance. With a successful
United States’ effort, NATO’s southern flank would be
strengthened. The crlisis described in Chapter Three would
end. Two benefits of a treaty would Include continued
United States access to military and intelligence facilities
In Greece and Turkey and a further displacement of Soviet

efforts to gain Influence in the reglon. On the other hand,
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lf the Unlted States’ efforts proved unsuccessful, NATO’s
southern flank would not simply remain in |ts weakened
condltlion, but would decline as Greek-Turkish relatlons
contlnued to worsen. Thls situatlon would beneflt current
Soviet efforts to weaken NATO and would more than likely
result In lncreased Soviet efforts to develop and lmprove
relatlons with Greece. Both NATO and the United States would
suffer from any deterloration in securlty provided by Greece
and Turkey In the south. Any such loss would Impact directly
on milltary readiness and force projectlon capablliltles In
the reglon by the United States and NATO. In elther case,
the United States should expect Greece and Turkey to contlnue
their demands for greater levels of Unlted States mllltary
asgistance while giving less and less In return for such ald.
The impact of successful negotlations on joint United
States and Greek-Turklish relations would also be slgnlflicant.
The cooling of United States-Greek relatlons over the last
decade would Improve measurably if the Unlted States led
negotiations were successful. It would alsoc mark a
continuation in strong, hgalthy Unlted States-Turklsh
relations. Success would also result in economic benefits
for all three counties, iIn addition to the rebirth of strong
ties between the allies. If, however, the United States
effort proved unsuccessful, relations between all three
parties would cool. This breakdown could possibly result In

an increased growth of soclalism Iin Greece and of Moslem
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fundamental ist elements in Turkey, both of which espouse
anti-American and anti-democratic themes. In conclusion,
there lIs a danger that some situations might deterlorate If
the United States effort were to fall.

The final implicatlons of a successful United States
effort would fall under the category of cost. With Greece
and Turkey already accounting for two of the Unlted States”
top five military assistance recliplents, the success of a
United States led peace effort would have little effect on
this status. The United States would continue to grant
millitary and economic ald but at possibly higher levels.
This might be considered paylng short term costs that
produce long term galns. On the other hand, 1f the United
States’ effort failled, the short and long term costs to
America would be overwhelming. The possible loss of access
to Greek facilities would force the United States to relocate
those actiyjties and to expend further monies and efforts to
bolster Turkey’s milltary in an effort tc partially stabillize
the southern flank. The overall economic cost, particularly
to Greece in lost ald and the United States in lost
faclllties, would create a long term negative lmpact on all
three countries.

A review of the Implicatlions of a successful/
unsuccessful United States medliation effort, makes |t
apparent that the Unlited States, utillizing the Camp David

approach, with {tself as the Interested third party medlator,
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could resolve the areas of dispute faclng Greece and Turkey
(l.e., Cyprus, Aegean oll/mineral exploration, territorial
l1imits, alr space control, and mllliltarlzatlon of lslands).
As Chapter Three polnted out, while the Unlted States
malntalns a varlety of means to lnfluence the dlspute,
We must also recognize that security

assistance !s our most potent Instrument.

Securlity assistance is not to be viewed as the

indiscriminate sale and transfer of arms to

others but, rather, as assisting our friends or

allles in providing the Internal security

essential to the growth of democratic

institutlions.23
As the Camp David Accords demonstrated, securlty assistance
Is critical to both the success of negotlatlions as well as to
the malintenance of strong Unlted States alllances.

The abillty to manipulate United States milltary ald
to Greece and Turkey, coupled with the Inauguratlion of
President George Bush in January 1989, provides the
environment and timing necessary to conduct new negotiations
using the Camp David approach. President Bush has lntroduced
new direction into United States involvement in Internaticnal
politics and may provide the leadership needed to create
a Camp David approach to solve the Greece-Turkey conflict.

In the final analysis there is no means to prove

whether Unlted States interests will or will not be served i{f

23United States Department of Defense, "Report of the
Secretary of Defense Frank C. Carluccl to Congress on the
Amended FY 1988/FY 1989 Blennial Budget," Annual Report to
the Congress, (February 1988), p. 61.
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the United States takes the lead in mediating a lasting peace
between Greece and Turkey. Unllke the physical sciences
governed by theories of absolutes and certalinties, political

and mllltary sclences are subject to great varlabllity.

CONCLUSIONS

In conclusion, this study has analyzed the current
Greece-Turkey dispute In detall and compared it to the
situation that existed between Egypt and Israel during the
time leading up to the 1978 signing of the Camp David Peace
Accords. It is Important to keep in mind that the Camp David
Accords were only the first step towards a comprehensive
peace and that the negotiating "process" that led to their
signing formed an Integral bart'of the Accords. Numerous -
milltary, political and economic parallels have been drawn
between the two situations In an effort to determine if
the Camp David Accords and the Camp David process could be
adapted successfully to the Greece-Turkey conflict.

My review of the current mediation efforts and
polltical leadership dispositions earller In the chapter,
coupled with my analysis of the Greek-Turkish conflict and
the Camp David Accords, leads to the conclusion that the
Camp David framework can be modified by the United States to
bring a lasting peace to Greece and Turkey. It |s extremely
doubtful that any kind of peace treaty will result from the

current bllateral peace efforts, currently on hold untlil
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after the June 1989 Greek elections. The summer of 1989 wlll
present a rare opportunity for the United States and
President Bush to step In andlresolve a situation that
Iincreasingly threatens United States and NATO interests.

An effort similar to the Camp David Accords, with a United
States guarantee much 1lke that granted to the Egyptlans and
Israelis, would defuse growing Greek soclallsm and Turkish
Moslem fundamentalist elements. Although both Prime Minister
Papandreou and Prime Minlster Ozal have recently suffered
domestic political setbacks, their invaluable experience
could still be utilized by President Bush In reaching a
workable peace treaty. Furthermore, a victory of such
magnitude would place both leaders "back on top," much as the
signing of the Camp David Accords did for President Sadat and

Prime Minister Begin.
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APPENDIX A




Camp David Accords
(17 September 1978)

A FRAMEWORK FOR PEACE IN THE MIDDLE EAST

Muhammad Anwar al-Sadat, President of the Arab
Republic of Egypt, and Menachem Begin, Prime Minister of
Israel, met with Jimmy Carter, President of the Unlted States
of America, at Camp David from September S to September 17,
1978, and have agreed on the following framework for peace in
the Middle East. They invite other parties to the
Arab-Israell confllict to adhere to |t.

Preamble

The search for peace in the Middle East must be
gulded by the following: ’

The agreed basis for a peaceful settlement of the
conflict between Israel and lIts neighbors is United Nations
Security Councll Resolution 242, In all its parts.

After four wars during 30 years, despite intensive
human efforts, the Middle East, which iIs the cradle of
clvilization and the birthplace of three great religlions,
does not enjoy the blessings of peace. The people of the
Middle East yearn for peace so that the vast human and
natural resources of the region can be turned to the rursults
of peace and so that this area can become a model for
coexistence and cooperation among nations.

The historlc Initiative of President Sadat In
visiting Jerusalem and the reception accorded to him by the
Parllament, government and people of Israel, and the
reciprocal visit of Prime Minister Begin to Ismalila, the
peace proposals made by both leaders, as well as the warm
reception of these missions by the people of both countries,
have created an unprecedented opportunity for peace which
must not be lost If this generation and future generatlions
are to be spared the tragedies of war.

The provisions of the Charter of the United Nations
and the other accepted norms of international law and
legitimacy now provide accepted standards for the conduct of
relatlons among all states.

To achleve a relationship of peace, In the spirit of
Article 2 of the United Natlons Charter, future negotiations
between Israel and any nelighbor prepared to negotiate peace
and security with lt, are necessary for the purpose of
carcrying out all the provisions and princliples of Resolution
242 and 338.

Peace requires respect of the soverelignty,
territorial lntegrity and political [ndependence of every
state In the area and their right to live in peace within
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secure and recognized boundarles free from threats or acts
of force. Progress toward that goal can accelerate movement
toward a new era of reconclliation in the Middle East marked
by cooperation in promoting economlic development, in
maintalning stablility, and In assuring securlty.

Securlty |s enhanced by a relationship of peace and
by cooperation between nations which enjoy normal relations.
In addition, under the terms of peace treaties, the partles
can, on the basis of reciprocity, agree to special security
arrangements such as demilitarized zones, lilmited armaments
areas, early warning stations, the presence of Internatlonal
forces, liaison, agreed measures for monltoring, and other
arrangements that they agreed are useful.

Framework

. Taking these factors into account, the parties are
determined to reach a just, comprehensive, and durable
settlement of the Middle East conflict through the conclusion
of peace treatles based on Security Council Resolutions 242
and 338 in all thelr parts. Thelir purpose is to achieve
peace and good nelghborly relations. They recognlze that,
for peace to endure, it must involve all those who have been
most deeply affected by the conflic¢ct. They therefore agree
that this framework as appropriate is extended by them to
constlitute a-basis for peace not only between Egypt and
Israel, but also between Israel and each of its other
neighbors which |s prepared to negotiate peace with Israel on
thls basis. With that obJective In mind, they have agreed to
proceed as follows:

A. West Bank and Gaza

1. Egypt, Israel, Jordan and the representatives of
the Palestinian people should participate in negotiations on
the resolution of the Palestinlan problem in all its aspects.
To achieve that objective, negotlations relating to the West
Bank and Gaza should proceed in three stages:

(a) Egypt and Israel agree that, In order to
ensure a peaceful and orderly transfer of authority, and
taking Into account the security concerns of all the parties,
there should be transitional arrangements for the West Bank
and Gaza for a perlod not exceeding flve years. 1In order to
provide full autonomy to the inhabltants, under these
arrangements the Israeli milftacry government and its civillan
administration will be withdrawn as soon as a self-governing
authority has been freely elected by the inhabltants of these
areas to replace the existing military government. To
negotlate the detalls of a transitional arrangement, the
Government of Jordan will be Invited to join the negotlations
on the basis of the framework. These new arrangements should
give due consideration both to the principle of
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sel f-government by the lnhabltants of these territorlies and
to the legitimate security concerns of the parties involved.

(b> Egypt, Israel, and Jordan will agree on the
modallities for establishing the elected self-governing
authority in the West Bank and Gaza. The delegatlons of
Egypt and Jordan may lnclude Palestinlians from the West Bank
and Gaza or other Palestinians as mutually agreed. The
parties will negotiate an agreement which will define the
powers and responsibllities of the self-governing authority
to be exercised in the West Bank and Gaza. A wlthdrawal of
Israell armed forces will take place and there wlll be a
redeployment of the remalining Israell forces into speclified
securlty locatlions. The agreement wlll also include
arrangements for assurling internal and external security and
public order. A strong local pollice force will be
establ ished, which may lnclude Jordanian citizens. In
addlition, Israell and Jordanlan forces wlll participate in
Joint patrols and {n the manning of control posts to assure
the securlity of the borders.

(c) When the self-governing authority
(administrative counclil) In the West Bank and Gaza is
establ Ished and Inaugurated, the transition perliod of five
vyears will begin. As soon as possible, but not later than
the third year after the beginning of the transitional
perlod, negotlations will take place to determine the final
status of the West Bank and Gaza and its relationsgship with
its neighbors, and to conclude a peace treaty between Israel
and Jordan by the end of the transitional period. These
negotlations will be conducted among Egypt, Israel, Jordan
and the elected representatives of the inhabitants of the
West Bank and Gaza. Two separate but related committees will
be convened, one committee, consisting of representatives of
the four partles which wlll negotlate and agree on the final
status of the West Bank and Gaza, and its relationship with
lts neighbors, and the second committee, conslisting of
repregsentatives of Israel and representatives of Jordan to be
Jolned by the elected representatives of the lnhabltants of
the West Bank and Gaza, to negotiate the peace treaty between
Israel and Jordan, takling iInto account the agreement reached
on the final status of the West Bank and Gaza. The
negotiations shall be based on all the provisions and
princliples of UN Security Councll Resolution 242. The
negotiations wiil resolve, among other matters, the locatlion
of the boundaries and the nature of the security
arrangements. The solutlon from the negotlatlons must also
recognize the legitimate rights of the Palestinlan people and
thelr just requlrements. In thls way, the Palestinlans will
participate In the determination of thelr own future through:

1) The negotlations among Egypt, Israel,

Jordan and representatives of the Inhabltants of the West
Bank and Gaza to agree on the final status of the West Bank
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and Gaza and other outstanding lssues by the end of the
transitional perlod.

2) Submitting thelr agreement to a vote by
the elected representatives of the inhabitants of the West
Bank and Gaza.

3) Providing for the elected
representatives of the inhablitants of the West Bank and Gaza
to decide how they shall govern themselves consistent wlth
the provisions of thelr agreement.

4) Participating as stated above In the
work of the committee negotliating the peace treaty between
Israe)l and Jordan.

2. All necessary measures wll]l be taken and
provisions made to assure the security of Israel and lts
neighbors during the transitional perlod and beyond. To
assist In providing such security, a strong local police
force will be constituted by the self-governing authority.

It will be composed of inhabltants of the West Bank and Gaza.
The police will maintain continuing llaison on internal
security matters with the designated Israell, Jordanian, and
Egyptlan offlicers.

3. During the transitional perlod, representatlves
of Egypt, Israel, Jordan, and the self-governing authorlity
wll) constitute a continuing committee to decide by agreement
on the modalities of adnisslon of persons displaced from the
West Bank and Gaza in 1967, together wlith necessary measures
to prevent disruption and disorder. Other matters of common
concern may also be dealt with by this committee.

4. Egypt and Israel will work with each other
and with other Interested parties to establish agreed
procedures for a prompt, Jjust and permanent Ilmplementation of
the resclution of the refugee problem.

B. Egypt-Israel

1. Egypt and Israel undertake not to resort to the
threat of the use of force to settle disputes. Any dispute
shall be settled by peaceful means {n accordance with the
provisions of Article 33 of the Charter of the United
Natlions.

2. In order to achieve peace between them, the
partles agree to negotiate In good faith with a goal of
concluding within three months from the signing of this
Framework a peace treaty between them, while lnviting the
other parties to the conflict to proceed simultaneously to
negotlate and conclude simllar peace treatles with a view to
achleving a comprehensive peace In the area. The Framework
for the Conclusion of a Peace Treaty between Egypt and Israel
will govern the peace negotliations between them. The parties
will agree on the modalitles and the timetable for the
implementation of their obllgations under the treaty.
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C. Assoclated Princlples

1. Egypt and Israel state that the princlples and
provisions described below should apply to peace treaties
between Israel and each of its neighbors - Egypt, Jordan,
Svria and Lebanon.

2. Slignatories shall establish among themselves
relations normal to states at peace with one another. To
this end, they should undertake to abide by all the
provisions of the Charter of the Unlted Natlons. Steps to be
taken in this respect Include:

(a) full recognltion;

(b) abolishing economic boycotts:

(¢) guaranteelng that under thelr Jurlsdictlion
the citizens of the other parties shall enjoy the protectlion
of the due process of law.

3. Sigratorjies should explore possibllitles for
economic development in the context of final peace treatles,
with the obJective of contributing to the atmosphere of
peace, cooperation and frlendship which |s their common goal.

4., Claims Coomissions may be established for the
mutual settiement of all flnancial claims.

S. The United States shall be invited to partlicipate
in the talks on matters related to the modalities of the
implementation of the agreements and worklng out the
timetable for the carrylng out of the obllgations of the
parties.

6. The United Natlons Security Counclil shail be
requested to endorse the peace treaties and ensure that thelr
provisions shall not be violated. The permanent members of
the Security Council shall be requested to underwrlte the
peace treaties and ensure respect for their provisions. They
shall also be requested to conform thelr pollcles and actlons
with the undertakings contained In this Framework.

For the Government of the

Arab Republic of Egypt: Al-Sadat
For the Government of Israel: M. Begin
Wiltnessed by: . Jimmy Carter, President of the

Unlited States of America
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FRAMEWORK FOR AN EGYPTIAN—ISRAELI TREATY

In order to achieve peace between them, Israel and
Egypt agree to negotiate in good falth with a goal of
concluding within three months of the signing of this
framework a peace treaty between them.

It |s agreed that:

The site of the negotlations will be under a United
Natlions flag at a location or locatlions to be mutually
agreed.

All of the principles of U.N. Resolution 242 will
apply in this resolution of the dispute between Israel and
Egypt.

Unless otherwise mutually agreed, terms of the peace
treaty will be Implemented between two and three years after
the peace treaty |s signed.

The following matters are agreed between the partlies:

(a) the full exerclse of Egyptian soverelignty
up to the internationally recognized border between Egypt and
mandated Palestine;

(b) the withdrawal of Israell armed forces from
the Sinal;

{¢c) the use of airfields left by the Israelis
near El Arish, Rafah, Ras en Nagb, and Sharm el Shelkh for
civilian purposes only, Including possible commercial use by
atl natlons: .

(d) the rl¢ht of free passage of ships of
Israel through the Gulf of Suez and the Suez Canal on the
basis of the Constantinople Convention of 1888 applying to
all natlons; the Stralt of Tlran and the Gulf of Agaba are
international waterways to be opened to all natlions for
unlmpeded and nonsuspendable freedom of navigatlion and
overflight;

(e) the construction of a highway between the
Sinal and Jordan near Elat with guaranteed free and peaceful
passage by Egypt and Jordan; and

(f) the statloning of mlilitary forces ]isted
bejow.

Statlioning of Forces

A. No more than one division (mechanized or
infantry) of Egyptian armed forces will be stationed within
an area lying approximately 50 kilometers (km) east of the
Gulf of Suez and the Suez Canal.

B. Only United Nations forces and clivil police
equipped with light weapons to perform normal police
functions will be stationed within an area lying west of the
International border and the Gulf of Agaba, varying in width
from 20 km to 40 km.
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C. In the area wlithln 3 km east of the international
border there wlill be Israell limlted millitary forces not to
exceed four infantry battallons and United Natlons observers.

D. Border patrol units, not to exceed three
battallons, will supplement the clvil police iIn malntaining
order in the area not included above.

The exact demarcation of the above areas will be
declided during the peace negotiations.

Early warning stations may exlist to lnsure compllance
with the terms of the agreement.

United Nations forces willl be stationed: <(a) ln part
of the area in the Sinal lying within about 20 km of the
Medli terranean Sea and adjacent to the International border,
and (b) in the Sharm el Sheikh area to ensure freedom of
passage through the Stralt of Tiran; and these forces will
not be removed unless such removal is approved by the
Securlty Council of the United Natlons with a unanimous vote
of the flve permanent members.

After a peace treaty ls slgned, and after the Interim
withdrawal |s complete, normal relations will be established
between Egypt and Israel, including: full recognition,
including diplomatic, economic and cultural relatlons;
termination of economlic boycotts and barriers to the free
movement of goods and people; and mutual protection of
cltizens by the due process of law.

Interim Withdrawal

Between three months and nine months after the
signing of the peace treaty, all Israell forces will withdraw
east of a line extending from a point east of El Arish to Ras
Muhammad, the exact location of this line to be determined by
mutual agreement.

For the Government of the

Arab Republlic of Egypt: A. Sadat
For the Government of Israel: M. Begin
Witnessed by: Jimmy Carter, President of the

United States of America
(Source: Tarr, David R., and Bryan R. Daves, ed. The Middle

East, Sixth Edltion. Washington D.C.: Congressional
Quarterly Inc., 1986, pp. 292-294.)

144




APPENDIX B




(11 November 1976)

On the procedure to be followed for the delimitation of the
continental shelf by Greece and Turkey.

1. Both parties agree that negotiations be sincere,
detalled and conducted in good faith with a view to reaching
an agreement based on the mutual consent regacrding the
delimitation of the continental shelf

2. Both partles agree that these negotliations should, due
to thelr nature, be strictly confidentlial.

3. Both partles reserve their respectlive positions
regarding the delimitation of the continental shelf.

4. Both parties undertake the obligation not to use the
detalls of this agreement and the proposals that each will
make during the negotiations in any circumstance outside the
context of the negotliatlions.

S. Both parties agree no statements or leaks to the press
should be made referring to the content of the negotiations
unless they commonly agree to do so.

6. Both partles undertake to abstain from any Initlative
or act relating to the continental shelf of the Aegean Sea
which might prejudice the negotiatlons.

7. Both parties undertake, as far as their bilateral
relations are concerne”, to abstalin from any inltiative or
act which would tend to discredit the other party.

8. Both partlies have agreed to study state practice and
international rules on this subject with a view to educing
certain principles and practical criteria which could be of
use in the delimitation of the continental shelf between the
two countrles. :

9. A mixed commnision will be set up to this end and will
be composed of national representatives.

10. Both partlies agree to adopt a gradual approach in
the course of the negotiatlions ahead after consulting each
other.

(Source: "The Aegean Dispute, "Wilson, Andrew. Adelphl:

Papers. No. 155. London: International Institute for
Stategic Studies, Winter 1979/80, p. 30.)
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APPENDIX C




(31 January 1988)

1. The Prime Ministers of Greece and Turkey met twice in
Davos, Switzerland, on January 30-31, 1988, and dliscussed
fssues of mutual concern In an atmosphere of understanding
and good wlll.

2. The Prime Ministers observed that accumulated problems
created owing to different approaches are, at times,
explolted by certain clircles. It |s Imperative that closing
the gap between these differences will require time, good
will and hard work.

3. The Prime Ministers gave thelr views of Greek-Turkish
relations, starting from a historic perspective and their
deterioration in time. They further elaborated on the recent
crisis in the Aegean which brought the two countries to the
brink of war and expressed at the same time their optimism
Introduced as a consequence of an exchange of messages
between them. They agreed that from now on such a crisis
should never be repeated and both sides must concentrate
thelr efforts for the establishment of lasting peaceful
relations.

4, The Prime Ministers agreed that rigld frames of mind have
been created In varlous segments of thelr socletles In
relation to existing issues. They noted that this is the
case even in textbooks. They noted also with regret some
recent statements of officlals not conducive to an
improvement of relations between the two countries.

S. The two Prime Ministers reinterated their respective
positions on issues of bllateral and regional lnterest.

6. They nevertheless underllined that a thaw between the two
countries would require determination, sustalned efforts and
bullding of conflidence for which the two sides should move to

a common ground, In order to create an environment conducive

to working out lasting solutlons. .

7. The Prime Ministers agreed to establish two committees:
one to explore the areas of co-operation, joint ventures,
trade, tourism , coomunications, cultural exchanges, and one
to define the problem areas, explore the possibilities of
closing the gap and move towards lasting solutions, the
progress of which will be reviewed by the two Prime
Ministers. In this regard, they agreed to initiate,
encourage and increase contacts among clivilian and milltary
offliclals, members of the Press and businessmen and to
establ ish a Business Council! or a Joint Chamber of Commerce
and Industry.
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8. The Prime Ministers also agreed to meet at least once a
year and to make reciprocal visits to thelr countries anag
agreed to set up a direct telephone Iine. They also agreed
that the ambassadors of the two countries to international
organizations should Increase contacts with a view to
improving co-operatlon.

9. Flnally, both Prime Ministers expressed their
satisfaction with the frank and open discussions which took
place between themselves and reiterated thelr conviction that
creation of improved relations and conflidence would require
resolve, time and hard work.

(Source: Athena, January/February 1988, p. 13.)
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APPENDIX D




(27 May 1988)

The two parties have agreed on the following confidence
bullding measures:

1. Both partles recognise the obligation to respect the
soverelgnty and the territorial integrity of each other and
their rights to use the high seas and international ajirspace
of the Aegean.

2. In conducting national military activities In the high
seas and the international alrspace, the two partles shall
endeavor to avolid Interfering with smooth shipping and
alr-traffic as ensured In accordance with international
instruments, rules and regulations. This would contribute
to the elimination of unwarranted sources of tension and
reduce the risks of collisjion.

3. The two partles have agreed that the planning and the
conduct of national military exercises in the high seas and
the international airspace which require the promulgation of
a NOTAM or any other notification or warning should be
carried out In such a way as to avoid also to the maximum
extent possible the following:

a)> The lsolation of cértaln areas.

b)> The blocking of exercise areas for long periods of
time. .

¢) Conduct during the tourist peak perlod (1 July -
1 September)® and main national and religlious holidays.

It |s understood that the planning and executlon of all
national mllitary activities will be carried out In
accordance with the existing international rules, regulations
and procedures.

4. With a view to achlieving the above, and wilthout prejudice
to the existing international regulations and procedures, the
two sides will proceed, when requlired, to due communication
through diplomatlic channels.

S. The provisions of thls memorandum of understanding shall

have effect and be Impliemented in full conformity with the
provisions of the Davos Joint Press Comunique.
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ATHENS, 27 MAY 1988

Sligned by:

The Minister for Foreign Affairs
of the Hellenic Republlc
Carolos Papoullas

The Minister of Forelgn Affalrs
of the Republic of Turkey
Mesut Y!lmaz

#* For 1988, 7 July - {1 September.

(Source: Athena, May 1988, p. 85.)
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